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Editors’ Preface 


The Baylor—Mohr Siebeck Studies in Early Christianity series aims to 
facilitate increased dialogue between German and Anglophone scholar- 
ship by making recent German research available in English translation. In 
this way, we hope to play a role in the advancement of our common field 
of study. The target audience for the series is primarily scholars and gradu- 
ate students, though some volumes may also be accessible to advanced 
undergraduates. In selecting books for the series, we will especially seek 
out works by leading German scholars that represent outstanding contri- 
butions in their own right and also serve as windows into the wider world 
of German-language scholarship. 

The University of Tiibingen scholars Prof. Martin Hengel (1926-2009) 
and Prof. Anna Maria Schwemer (1942-present) are already well-known to 
the English-speaking world, not least through the excellent translations of 
John Bowden (1935-2010). In addition to their self-authored publications, 
such as Martin Hengel’s Judentum und Hellenismus (Tiibingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, *1988; ET = Judaism and Hellenism, trans. J. Bowden [Eugene: 
Wipf & Stock, 2003]) and Anna Maria Schwemer’s Studien zu den den 
friihjudischen Prophetenlegenden (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1995/1996), 
they have coauthored several important works, including Paulus zwischen 
Damaskus und Antiochien (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1998; ET = Paul 
Between Damascus and Antioch, trans. J. Bowden [Louisville: Westmin- 
ster John Knox, 1997]), Der messianische Anspruch Jesu und die Anftinge 
der Christologie (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), Geschichte des friihen 
Christentums, vol. 1, Jesus und das Judentum (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 
2007; ET = Jesus and Judaism, trans. W. Coppins [Waco: Baylor Uni- 
versity Press, 2019]), and Geschichte des friihen Christentums, vol. 2, 
Die Urgemeinde und das Judenchristentum (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 
2019). In addition to the information about her research provided at Anna 
Maria Schwemer’s university web page, a list of her English-language 


xiii 
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publications as well as those of Martin Hengel can be found at Wayne 
Coppins’ blog German for Neutestamentler. Jorg Frey has compiled a full 
bibliography of Martin Hengel’s publications in Hengel 2010b, 557-609. 

As the seventh volume in the BMSEC series, we have chosen Mar- 
tin Hengel and Anna Maria Schwemer’s book Jesus and Judaism, which 
represents the first volume of their history of early Christianity and the 
last major work completed during Prof. Hengel’s lifetime. As a substantial 
contribution to the study of early Judaism and the historical Jesus, it is 
noteworthy for its rigorous methodological and historiographical reflec- 
tions, its characteristically intensive engagement with the primary sources, 
its substantial discussion of Judaism in its own right, its incisive presenta- 
tion of the form and content of Jesus’ proclamation, its sustained focus on 
Jesus’ messianic claim, and its robust analysis of Jesus’ passion and the 
testimony to his resurrection. 

With regard to the translator’s divided allegiance to the source and tar- 
get languages, Wayne Coppins has generally attempted to adhere closely 
to the German wording, while allowing for some adjustments for the sake 
of clarify and readability in English. In some cases, of course, communica- 
tion with Anna Maria Schwemer has led to more extensive reformulations 
and occasionally to minor additions or subtractions vis-a-vis the German 
version. With regard to primary and secondary literature in foreign lan- 
guages, we have sometimes provided our own translations and sometimes 
quoted from existing translations. In a few cases, we have modified exist- 
ing English translations. For example, when quoting from the LCL trans- 
lation of Josephus, we have changed the name Ananus to Annas, so that it 
conforms with our spelling of this name elsewhere in the volume. While 
great efforts have been made to add references to existing English trans- 
lations of German works at many points, only a modest number of new 
references to secondary literature have been added in the course of transla- 
tion. These have usually been marked with expressions such as “cf. now” 
or “see now.” The following specific points of translation may be men- 
tioned here. For the sake of precision, I have translated the term Eiferer 
with “zealous ones,” Zeloten with “Zealots,” and zelotisch with “zealot.” 
The term Persongeheimnis has sometimes been rendered with the “secret 
of his person” and sometimes with the “mystery of his person”; it could 
also be translated with “secret identity” (for further discussion of this 
term, see Deines 2012a, 85). The technical term Fortschreibung has been 
translated with “updating.” The word Lohn has sometimes been rendered 
with “wages” and sometimes with “reward.” The terms Anndherungen 
and Anndherungsversuche have sometimes been translated with “attempts 
at historical approximation” and sometimes with “attempts to approach” 
or “attempts to draw near.” With some reservations, I have translated 
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Jesuanisch with “dominical” rather than with “Jesuanic,’ Bauhandwerker 
and Handwerker with “craftsman” or “artisan” rather than with “carpen- 
ter” or “handworker,” Naherwartung with “near expectation” rather than 
“imminent expectation,” and endzeitlich with “eschatological” rather 
than with “end-time” or “eschatic.” 

For help with difficult German sentences, references to secondary 
literature, and transliteration, Wayne Coppins would like to thank Chris- 
toph Heilig, Jacob Cerone, Andrew Bowden, Jan Rtiggemeier, Kevin Col- 
lier, and Peter J. Williams. As with previous translations, I am especially 
thankful to Simon Gathercole for his careful reading of the manuscript and 
his numerous excellent suggestions for improving it. Likewise, I am grate- 
ful to Anna Maria Schwemer for her valuable feedback on the translation 
as a whole and for her helpful responses to my many specific questions. 
Finally, thanks are due to my wife, Ingie Hovland, and my daughters, 
Sophia and Simone, for creating space in our life for my translation work. 

Both editors wish to express their thanks to Katharina Gutekunst at 
Mohr Siebeck and Carey Newman at Baylor University Press for their 
exceptional support and guidance in the continued development of this 
series. Likewise, we are thankful to the many people at Baylor University 
Press who have given us concrete assistance and guidance along the way, 
especially Jenny Hunt and Cade Jarrell. Finally, a word of thanks is due to 
our copyeditor, John Morris, and our proofreader, Robert Hand, for their 
invaluable help in fine-tuning and polishing this book. 


Wayne Coppins and Simon Gathercole 
Athens, Georgia, and Cambridge, England 
February 2019 
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Author’s Preface to the English Edition 


I am very happy that Martin Hengel’s and my jointly authored book Jesus 
and Judaism, the first volume of a planned four-volume history of early 
Christianity, is now appearing in English. 

Martin Hengel (1926-2009) would also have greatly welcomed 
this development and taken special delight in the publishers’ courage 
in launching a new series with the name Baylor—Mohr Siebeck Studies in 
Early Christianity. I regard it as a great honor that our work was selected 
for this series by the editors, Wayne Coppins and Simon Gathercole, and 
thus found its way into the English-language sphere through the trans- 
lation of Wayne Coppins. 

I am especially glad that the second volume of our history of early 
Christianity, Die Urgemeinde und das Judenchristentum, has also now 
been completed and will be published by Mohr Siebeck in 2019. The con- 
tinuation of the first volume in the second is already signaled at many 
points in the English translation. 

In the time before the publication of Jesus und das Judentum, Martin 
Hengel said to me that I should brace myself for harsh reviews. But such 
reviews did not come, and they have not appeared to this day. I have con- 
sciously refrained from continuously adding supplementary material to 
the English translation, from taking up the most recent discussion in Ger- 
man scholarship, and from responding to reactions to this volume in the 
notes. However, Wayne Coppins has judiciously supplemented the bibli- 
ography for the English version. 

Small errors and oversights were silently improved. However, I wish 
to make note of one addition that I regard as important. Since knowledge 
of the Aramaic language in the first century CE, i.e., in the time of Jesus, 
has improved in the last decade, and the retranslation of the Lord’s Prayer 
into Aramaic in particular stands on a much better philological basis, I 
have added brief references to this in the English translation. 
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Martin Hengel and I consciously did not want to write a “Jesus book,” 
and yet it became one. Since it is the first part of a multivolume history of 
early Christianity, our concern was not only with embedding the history of 
Jesus and the emergence of Christianity in the history of early Judaism, but 
also, especially, with the question of the continuity between the Galilean 
Jesus, the primitive community, and Paul. This continuity proved to be more 
extensive than had been assumed for a long time in German scholarship. 
Christianity did not first begin, as many scholars like to claim, with the Easter 
appearances. For this reason, the first volume of our history of early Christi- 
anity had to begin with Jesus and his social and cultural Jewish background. ' 

In our view, the key to the historical and theological understanding of 
the person of Jesus and the emergence of Christology lies in the messianic 
claim of Jesus and in Jesus’ certainty that it is precisely with his activity 
that the kingdom of God already becomes present (Luke 11.20; 17.21). 
Closely connected with Jesus’ messianic claim is his talk of himself as 
“Son” and of God as his “Father,” in distinction from “‘our Father” as the 
Father of the disciples. This Father-Son relationship forms the center of 
Jesus’ own self-understanding, his Persongeheimnis. In this question we 
can only approximate the figure of Jesus historically, but there is no reason 
for radical skepticism in relation to the sources. Historical work is not 
possible without hypotheses, but we must provide good justifications for 
our assumptions and at the same time remain conscious of the limits of our 
attempts at historical approximation. 

I wish to express my heartfelt thanks to Wayne Coppins—and his 
helpers—for his careful and sensitive translation. He sticks closely to the 
German text and translates it into English with the expert knowledge of 
a New Testament scholar. I have great respect for his ability to translate 
our complicated, multiclause German sentences and the technical terms of 
German New Testament scholarship in a clear and comprehensible way. 

Finally, I would like to express my thanks once again to the editors, 
Wayne Coppins and Simon Gathercole, and the publishers, Baylor Univer- 
sity Press and Mohr Siebeck, for making it possible for our work to appear 
in an English version. 


Anna Maria Schwemer 
Tiibingen, February 2019 


' On this, see Martin Hengel’s posthumously published retrospective on this volume 
(Hengel 2010c; 2013). 


Authors’ Preface to the German Edition 


The first volume of the planned history of early Christianity contains a 
concise description of Judaism in the motherland between 63 BCE and 
70 CE, followed by a presentation of the activity of Jesus. Christianity has 
its origin in Palestinian Judaism and is much more strongly shaped by this 
than scholars in earlier decades wanted to believe. Through his activity 
and fate, the Galilean Jew Jesus of Nazareth also determined the way of 
the church in a decisive way. Both of these conclusions emerge from our 
most important sources, the four Gospels, and no longer require justifica- 
tion. The influence of Hellenistic civilization, which had been in effect for 
more than three hundred years in Syria and Palestine, also did not bypass 
the Jewish people. The “Hellenists” who founded the Gentile mission 
came from Jerusalem. The message and passion of Jesus also influenced 
the former Pharisee Paul in a more lasting way than many scholars had 
long assumed. 

Since the historical quest for Jesus of Nazareth has been controversial 
since the eighteenth century and will remain so in the future, we have 
placed detailed reflections on the course of research on the sources before 
the actual historical presentation. These reflections clarify that in this quest 
it can only be a matter of attempts at historical approximation, which do, 
to be sure, allow very clear contours of this unique figure to become vis- 
ible. A special emphasis is placed on the still largely misjudged problem 
of the messianic claim of Jesus, without which the accounts of the Gos- 
pels cannot be understood. The ever so popular “unmessianic Jesus” never 
existed. This is shown by the comparison of Jesus with John the Baptist, 
his proclamation in authority, his deeds of power, the passion story with 
its accusation that he is “the king of the Jews,” and the emergence of the 
earliest Christology, which has its ultimate foundation in Jesus’ activity 
and way. 


XX Authors’ Preface to the German Edition 


Both authors are jointly responsible for this volume. Anna Maria 
Schwemer wrote, among other things, above all chapters 3 and 4 on Juda- 
ism and chapter 12 on the poetic form of the proclamation of Jesus. 

We thank the DFG, which provided the means for paying an academic 
research assistant for two years, as well as our friends and colleagues 
Helmut Merkel and Fritz Neugebauer for their reading of the manuscript 
and for valuable pointers. We thank Dr. Sung-Hyun Kim and Sven Wag- 
schal for typing out the text and Monika Merkle, Prof. Dr. Anne Kafer, and 
Dr. Christoph Schaefer for helping to proofread the manuscript. Special 
thanks are due to Dr. Claus-Jiirgen Thornton for his careful compilation of 
the indices and for proofreading the manuscript at multiple stages. 


Martin Hengel 

Anna Maria Schwemer 
Tubingen, Germany 
August 2007 
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Preliminary Observations 


The Overall Temporal and 
Thematic Framework for a 
History of Early Christianity 


According to the unanimous judgment of all four evangelists, the temporal 
starting point for a history of the beginnings of Christianity is the appear- 
ance of John the Baptist. The beginning of the public activity of Jesus 
is most intimately connected with his person. Despite their theological 
significance, the stories of birth and childhood in the first two chapters of 
Luke and Matthew elude a historical presentation. At most we can infer 
from them that Jesus was born prior to the death of King Herod (4 BCE). 
The evangelist Luke therefore connects his only exact chronological spec- 
ification regarding the activity of Jesus with the appearance of the Baptist 
in a synchronism of various rulers patterned on Jer 1.1-2 (LXX), which 
begins with Emperor Tiberius, and places it in his fifteenth year, 1.e., in 
27 or 28 CE.' Tiberius became princeps on September 19, 14 CE. The 
time of his reign must be calculated from this date. There is no reason to 


' Luke 3.1-2. Pontius Pilate, the prefect of Judaea (see section 3.1.3), the sons of Herod 
and tetrarchs Herod (Antipas) and Philip (see section 3.1.2) with exact specifications of their 
regions, the tetrarch Lysanias of Abiline (see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 567ff.), and the high 
priests Annas and Caiaphas (see section 3.1.3) are also named. Cf. also Luke 1.5, which 
places the birth of the Baptist (and of Jesus; see Matt 2) at the time of King Herod, as well 
as Luke 2.1-2, which places the birth of Jesus at the time of the tax estimate under Augustus 
and Cyrenius (P. Sulpicius Quirinius), the governor of Syria. To be sure, this governorship 
only occurred in 6 CE, when Judaea was turned into a Roman province and a census was 
thus carried out; see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 258-59, 399-427. The evangelist has erred 
here. Luke places great value on the historical anchoring of Jesus’ activity in world history; 
cf. Acts 18.2, 12; 26.26, etc. His historical specifications are much more precise than those 
of educated Christian authors of the second century such as Justin (J Apol. 31.3-4; Dial. 
103.3-4) or Irenaeus, Epid. 74; cf. Haer. 2.22.4—5 with appeal to John 8.57. 


] 


4 Jesus and Judaism 


fundamentally mistrust Luke here,” to place the appearance of the Bap- 
tist in 26 CE, and, for example, to place the death of Jesus already in the 
following year 27 CE.2 Whoever fundamentally rejects the information 
provided in Luke 3.1-2 must entirely forgo the attempt to provide a more 
exact chronology of Christian beginnings. Since Pilate did not come to 
Palestine until the summer of 26 CE, Jesus would have been executed at 
the first Passover festival in which the prefect participated.* Against this 
speaks not only the passion story—Pilate shows himself to be familiar 
with the Jewish relations there—but also the bloody incident effected by 
Pilate, which is portrayed in Luke 13.1ff. If Pilate “mixed the blood of 
Galileans with the blood of their sacrificial animals,” then the concern is 
probably with an event on a day of preparation for the Passover festival, 
when the pilgrims brought their Passover lambs to the temple for slaugh- 
ter. After all, the prefects usually came to Jerusalem only for the main 
festivals and above all for the festival of Passover. The incident confirms 
the various indications in Josephus and the Gospels that this festival was 
always especially threatened by unrests.° 

Thus, this first volume of our portrayal encompasses the time of the 
activity of the Baptist from about 27/28 CE and the time of Jesus, who was 
executed, according to the Synoptics, on Nisan 15, the first day of the Pass- 
over festival, presumably of the year 30 CE.° This means that in the case 
of Jesus’ public activity we are dealing with a relatively short period of 
time of scarcely more than a year and a half to two years, from which, to 
be sure, unique world-historical effects resulted. From this brief period a 
tradition that is astonishingly detailed by ancient standards is preserved for 
us, in which historical recollection and later interpretation are often insep- 
arably fused with each other. These few years and the traditions bound 
up with them have changed the world as no other comparable period 
of time in antiquity. The contents of our first volume are concentrated 
on this period of time. The attempt to provide a portrayal of the activity of 
Jesus cannot be separated without loss from a history of emerging early 


: Thus, however, Liidemann 1980, 67 and elsewhere; Schneemelcher 1981, 37-38. 
The late dating to 36 CE by N. Kokkinos is equally improbable (see Kokkinos 1989; 1998, 
196 n. 82, 301, and elsewhere). On this, see note 231 in chapter 3. 

> For the year of Jesus’ death, see Riesner 1994, 31-52. The age specification of 
“ca. thirty years” in Luke 3.23 also makes a reliable impression; see, however, note 6 in 
chapter 11. 

4 Josephus, J.W. 2.169-170; Ant. 18.35; cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 383-87. 

> See the discussion of Archelaus at the end of section 3.1.1 and section 18.3 below. 

© For the day of Jesus’ death and for the chronology, which extends for more than two 
years in John, see section 18.2 below. For the second volume of our history of early Chris- 
tianity, see Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 
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Christianity. The connection to Jesus has imprinted itself upon his disci- 
ples; the whole tradition about him was handed on, shaped, and configured 
by them. The tradents of the oral tradition—above all Peter—were, like 
the evangelists later, important community members who had authority. 
The primitive church as well was determined to a large extent by Jesus 
tradition in the shaping of its life and faith. This always remained vibrant 
in primitive Christianity. Accordingly, in the treatment of John the Baptist 
and the activity and passion of Jesus, the first volume will repeatedly keep 
in view the later tradition history of the Jesus tradition in the primitive 
community. A concise presentation of the political, the social, and espe- 
cially the religious conditions in Jewish Palestine, which had been restless 
since the time of the Maccabees, belongs, of course, in this volume. This 
includes especially the time of the Hasmoneans, Herod I (37-4 BCE) and 
his successors, and then the fate of Judaea as a Roman province from 6 CE 
to the outbreak of the Jewish War in 66 CE. 

The forty years between the emergence of the primitive community 
after Easter and the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 CE can be designated 
as a second epoch. It is the actual time of “primitive Christianity,’ to 
which the designation “apostolic period” rightly applies,® for it is domi- 
nated by the reality of the first generation, whose leading men, James, 
the brother of the Jesus, Peter, and Paul, were executed before 70 CE.’ 
The designation “‘apostolic period”’® appears for the first time in Euse- 
bius’ Ecclesiastical History and encompasses for him the time of emer- 
gence of the writings gathered in the New Testament, which he regarded 


7 Cf. Schneemelcher 1981. 

8 J. Becker 1993, 12, 121. Against the criticism of Schneemelcher 1981, 7-8, a valua- 
tion in the sense of a “time of the one, undivided pure church” is no longer connected with 
this term. Schneemelcher is followed with not very convincing arguments by Alkier 1993, 
who wants to call into question the term/concept “primitive Christianity” altogether. In 
our judgment, his suggestion that it be replaced by the term/concept “early Christianity” 
(264-65) makes little sense. He only turns an X into a Y. “Early Christianity” basically 
extends to Galerius’ decree of toleration in 311 CE. Therefore, in light of the subject matter, 
the use of appropriate terms for periods cannot be prohibited because they have sometimes 
been used in an improper way. That amidst all diversity in the first century there was nev- 
ertheless an awareness of the “unity” of the new faith movement is shown by texts such 
as | Cor 15.1-11; the cry “Abba” in Gal 4.6, Rom 8.16, and Mark 14.36; Paul’s collection 
journey to Jerusalem despite endangerment (Rom 15.26ff.); and the fact that the church of 
the second and third centuries (without protection from the state) did not split into innu- 
merable groups and sects. On the identity and plurality of early Christianity, cf. now also 
Markschies 2015, 301-45, esp. 335-45 (GV = 2007, 337-83, esp. 373-83). 

” See further below. 

'0 Busebius, Hist. eccl. 3.31.6: ot GMOOTOMXOL YOOVOL; we already find the adjective 
amootoMxos in Ign. Trail. inscr. 
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as authentic apostolic writings.'' The underlying conception reaches back 
to the beginning of the second century CE. The apologist Justin already 
speaks fifteen times of the Gospels as “reminiscences of the apostles”” 
and knows that their authors were “apostles or followers of apostles,” and 
Irenaeus regarded the great majority of the texts contained in the New 
Testament as apostolic writings.'? However, one will have to qualify this 
traditional understanding, for, with the exception of the authentic letters 
of Paul, the Gospel of Mark, and perhaps the Letter of James, all New 
Testament writings arose after 70. They belong to the second or third gen- 
eration, which means, strictly speaking, to the so-called “post-apostolic 
period.” Thus, in the full sense of the word, the seven authentic letters of 
Paul are the only apostolic testimonies that we possess, for they alone have 
an apostolic author. James, the brother of Jesus, can perhaps be added to 
this, for the letter ascribed to him could originate from James himself.'* 
In this second epoch, between 30 and 70 CE, only four apostolic figures 
stand out clearly from the larger number of disciples of Jesus and the early 
members of the community: Peter, Paul, John, and James, the brother of 
the Lord. With regard to their attestation in the early sources, the last two 
clearly take a backseat to the two mentioned first. We know Paul best 
through his seven authentic letters, the earliest Christian original testimo- 
nies, written between ca. 50 and 62 CE. With respect to the writings pre- 
served in the New Testament, he is, from a theological perspective, the 
apostle par excellence. The personal and theological profile of the others 
is much less clearly recognizable. The later fathers of the second and third 
centuries therefore often simply call him 0 Gm60TOMOG. 

Luke’s Acts of the Apostles, which gives Paul the title of apostle 
exceptionally only in 14.4 and 14, together with Barnabas (other- 
wise he reserves this title for the twelve), devotes more than half of 
its narrative to Paul and makes it possible for us in the first place to 
grasp in rough outlines and in a very fragmentary way the history of 
these first decisive thirty to forty years of the new messianic move- 
ment that rapidly expanded after the activity of Jesus. Its actual goal is 


"T All of them except James, 3 John, 2 Peter, Jude, and Revelation. 

'2 ATOLVNLOVEDLATA THV GOOTOAWYV; see J Apol. 66.3; 67.3, and thirteen times 
between Dial. 100.4 and 107.1. He uses the evayyéAtov— which was difficult to under- 
stand for the Gentile readers as a designation for a writing—only three times: / Apol. 66.3 
(plural); Dial. 10.2; 100.1. 

'S Justin, Dial. 103.8; Hengel 2008c, 34-36 with n. 99 (ET = 2000b, 20, 221-22 
n. 83); cf. Irenaeus, Haer. 1.3.6; 5 praefatio. 

'* Hengel 2002, 511-48; Stuhlmacher 2018, 494ff. (GV = 1999, 59ff.). The letter can 
be best understood under this presupposition. For the authenticity of the letter, see now in 
detail Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 
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the presentation of the mission of Paul between Damascus (or Jerusa- 
lem) and Rome,’ and its content could therefore be expressed with the 
phrase “from Jesus to Paul.” Nevertheless, its title, Acts of the Apostles 
(TOGEELG AMOOTOAWY), is old. The writing —which is entirely uncom- 
mon for the first two hundred years of Christianity and which, like the 
Gospel, is dedicated to an otherwise unknown member of the upper 
stratum, Theophilus—probably was not circulated without a title.’ 
The “acts” presumably refer to the two dominant figures of the work, 
Paul, the unique missionary to the Gentiles, and before him Peter, the 
speaker of the disciples in the Gospels, the first witness of the resurrec- 
tion, and the leader of the twelve in Acts 1-12.'’ The divinely directed, 
successful activity of these two men, which in the view of the author 
was of decisive importance for the primitive church, is meant to be 
recounted in this exceptional work—with conscious sequencing and 
strict selection in the independent shaping of the material. The third 
figure, about whom we know much less, James, the brother of Jesus, 
was the leader of the primitive community in Jewish Palestine begin- 
ning approximately with the persecution of Agrippa in 42/43 CE. For 
Jewish Christians he became the actual head of the new eschatological 
movement. The very unequal weight of these three figures in the New 
Testament tradition can be seen in a numerical comparison: Simon Peter 
(or Cephas) appears in the New Testament, above all in the Gospels, 
ca. 180 times and Saul-Paul still about 173 times, whereas James, the 
brother of Jesus, appears only eleven times. This does not correspond 
to James’ original significance, but is a sign of the one-sidedness of 
the traditions available to us, which points at the same time to the sup- 
pression of Palestinian Jewish Christianity. Prior to the outbreak of the 
Jewish War in 66/70 CE it initially played a large—indeed, perhaps the 
decisive—role in the young church, but it already had to recede in all 
four Gospels (which arose roughly between 69/70 CE and the beginning 
of the second century CE) and in Acts. This means that the early Chris- 
tian apostolic tradition preserved for us is already largely determined by 
the Jewish Christian authors, who were focused on the Gentile mission, 
which had only a reduced interest in Palestinian Jewish Christianity, 
the brothers of Jesus,'® and the activity of the circle of the twelve. This 
example demonstrates how one-sided our knowledge is. 


'S Cf. Rom 15.19. 

'6 On this, see section 6.4.3. 

'7 On this, see Hengel 2010a, 14-36 (GV = 2006b, 21-58). 

'8 In the New Testament the “brothers of Jesus” appear corporately in nine texts, 
sometimes in a negative context; see section 8.3. 
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As a fourth figure we can additionally mention John, the son of Zebe- 
dee.'? Already in Acts he has only a secondary role as the second after Peter. 
Paul mentions him only once as the last of the three “pillars” in Gal 2.9 at 
the apostolic council. Next to him, one would need to mention—according 
to the letters of Paul and Acts—Barnabas as a fifth figure, associate of 
the disciples in Jerusalem and subsequent missionary colleague of Paul 
in Antioch and in southeastern Asia Minor. In the case of these first three 
or five figures we are undeniably dealing with special, indeed singular 
authorities, who were fundamental for the development of the earliest 
church. In this connection it remains an open question whether John, the 
son of Zebedee, is connected with the Johannine corpus, which has been 
attributed to him since the second century.*® The conspicuous emphasis 
on these men of the first apostolic generation in our sources makes clear 
how much earliest Christianity and its traditions were shaped not in the 
first instance—as is often supposed—by anonymous “community tradi- 
tion” but by Jeading authorities and theologically creative personalities. 
For the apostolic era this can be recognized in the figure of Paul and in 
his relation to the communities founded by him. But it applies, of course, 
all the more to the period that grounded primitive Christianity, i1.e., to the 
one and a half to two years in which Jesus himself and before him John 
the Baptist were active. This time of fellowship with their master, truly 
decisive for Simon Peter and the more intimate circle of disciples (and 
indirectly probably also for the brothers of Jesus), paved the way for all 
future developments. This was too easily forgotten in earlier presentations 
of the early history of Christianity, especially when scholars had it begin 
only with the developments in the period after Easter—which are largely 
unknown to us.”! 

The end of the apostolic period in the strict sense is therefore indicated 
by the death of the three men mentioned first. All three died a martyr’s 
death shortly before the outbreak of the Jewish War in 66 CE: Paul and 
Peter in Rome, presumably in the Neronian persecution of 64/65 CE, 
and James, the brother of the Lord, ca. 62 CE in Jerusalem.”? A note in 
Papias, which is admittedly disputed, says that the two sons of Zebedee, 
who were the most important disciples in the circle of the twelve after 
Peter, were killed by the Jews. In the case of James, the son of Zebedee, 


'° Tn the Synoptics the pair of brothers James and John obtain the second most impor- 
tant role after Peter, admittedly far behind him. 

20 See Hengel 1993a (ET = 1989a). 

7! See section 5.1 below. 

?? Tf his letter that is indirectly directed against Paul is authentic, it would have arisen 
ca. 60-62; cf. note 14 above. 
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this occurred very early, probably in 42/43 CE by Herod Agrippa I.” In the 
case of his brother John we do not know when it is supposed to have hap- 
pened; perhaps while he was still in Jerusalem but probably only when he 
was in Asia Minor.” The catastrophe of the Jewish War (66-73), which led 
to the destruction of Jerusalem in August/September of 70 CE and through 
which Palestinian Christianity lost its previously dominant significance, 
then formed the capstone of this earliest epoch, which was apostolic in the 
strict sense of the word. The Gospel of Mark in 69/70 CE is an answer to 
this crisis. The same may also be true for a hypothetical original form of 
Revelation, which admittedly emerged as a complete work, according to 
Irenaeus, only at the end of the reign of Domitian (81—96).*° Even the 
Doppelwerk of the physician Luke, a former traveling companion of Paul, 
which was composed relatively soon after the destruction of Jerusalem, 
approximately between 75 and 85 CE, is still entirely shaped by the situa- 
tion and the events before 70 CE. It contains, together with the somewhat 
older Mark, the most important contribution to the history of Jesus. 

This second span of time of a history of early Christianity—that of 
the apostolic period or of the emergence and spread of the primitive com- 
munity after the activity of Jesus between ca. 30 and 70 CE—can, in 
turn, be divided into two periods. The first encompasses the first ca. thir- 
teen to eighteen years and ends with the sharpening of the situation in 
Judaea through the persecution under Agrippa I in ca. 42-43 CE or with 
the apostolic council in ca. 48-49 CE,”° which established the definitive 
recognition of the law-critical mission by the community in Jerusalem and 
Judaea and opened up the way to the worldwide mission. Until this time 
the primitive Christian mission was largely restricted to Palestine, Syria, 
and Cilicia as well as the island of Cyprus, and the regions that bordered 
Asia Minor and beyond this had probably only obtained a foothold in 
Rome.’’ These few years until 48 CE, about which we have very fragmen- 
tary information in Acts 1-15 and Gal 1 and 2, are the actual early time of 
primitive Christianity in statu nascendi, which forms the content of the 
second volume of our history of early Christianity. Because of the sparse 
indications in the sources, it is also the darkest and most disputed period of 


#3 Aets 12.12, 

4 Hengel 1993a, 36, 88-92, 119 (no equivalent in ET). 

> Trenaeus, Haer. 5.30.3 = Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.8.6—7. Justin already attributes the 
same to “John, one of the apostles of Christ,” in Dial. 81.4 (ca. 160 CE). Domitian was 
murdered on September 18, 96 CE. 

76 Acts 12: Gal 2.10ff.; and Acts 15. On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 270ff., 
389ff., 394 (ET = 1997, 172ff., 257ff., 260). 

1 On this, cf. Rom 1.13; 15.22 with 15.18-19 and | Cor 15.10; Gal 1.21; 2.1; see also 
Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 389-94 (ET = 1997, 257-60). 
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time, in which, to be sure, what 1s really decisive in the spread and devel- 
opment of its teachings has already occurred,”® for in it the fundamental 
features of the Christian message were formed, which confront us in the 
whole New Testament and then in the second century and are already pre- 
supposed in the letters of Paul. These already include the Gentile mission, 
which admittedly was initially concentrated primarily on the converting 
of “God-fearers” on the margins of the synagogue. With regard to Chris- 
tian teaching, more took place in this brief period of thirteen to eighteen 
years than in the centuries thereafter.” This applies especially to the center 
of the new message, Christology in its unity with soteriology. In his mis- 
sion communities Paul already proclaims a high Christology entirely as a 
matter of course. This includes the divine dignity of the preexistent Christ, 
his mediation of creation, and his becoming human. The apostle must 
have already learned this Christology in the time of his activity in Cilicia 
and Syria, roughly between 36 and 48 CE. In our view, something similar 
also applies to aspects of the specifically Pauline Gospel, i.e., his under- 
standing of the law, his anthropology, and his teaching on justification. 
According to Gal 1.11-17 he received his “gospel” through “a revelation 
of Christ Jesus,” presumably in temporal connection with his conversion 
outside of Damascus—at the latest, three years after the foundational 
event of Jesus’ death and resurrection.*° The foundations of his gospel, 
which he proclaimed as the most successful missionary to the Gentiles, did 
not emerge only as the accidental product of later developments. 

The second period of the apostolic age, encompassing ca. twenty to 
twenty-five years, is the era of the great missionary journeys of Paul 
to the interior of Asia Minor, Macedonia, Greece, the province of Asia, 
and, as a prisoner, to Rome, where he arrived in 60 CE and lived for 
two years as a prisoner.*! Presumably he gained his freedom again and 
visited Spain, as he had long planned to do.” In that case he would have 
been executed after his return to Rome, during the Neronian persecu- 
tion in 64/65 CE. During this whole period, however, Peter was also 
predominantly active outside of Judaea as a missionary, pastoral leader, 


28 On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 429-61 (ET = 1997, 283-310). 

- Hengel 1983c, 30-47, 156-66 (GV = Hengel 1972b; 2006a, 27-51); Hengel 1976b 
(GV = 1977b = 2006a, 74-145). 

_ Hengel/Schwemer 1998 (ET = 1997); Hengel 2002, 213-39. 

31 Acts 28.30-31. 

32 Romans 15.24, 28; 1 Clem. 5.7: Actus Vercellenses 1 (Lipsius 1976, I: 45-46); 
Canon Muratorianus 38ff. in Schneemelcher 1991/1992, I: 42-45 (GV = 1987, 28-29). In 
our judgment, texts such as Mark 13.10; 14.9; Luke 24.47; and Acts 1.8 presuppose knowl- 
edge of this. It was only with the Pastoral Epistles that this tradition was partly suppressed 
again in favor of another journey of Paul to the east. 
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and organizer, and he was probably crucified in the same persecution in 
Rome.*? The Jewish Christian community in Palestine was greatly shaken 
by the stoning of James and other leading Christians in 62 CE and by the 
outbreak of the Jewish War.** With the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 CE 
it ceased to play a decisive role. Its place was taken relatively quickly by 
the Roman community, which by then was already predominantly com- 
posed of Gentile Christians. 

The third volume of our history is to encompass this second period 
of the apostolic era, which is dominated by the information about Paul, 
until the destruction of Jerusalem and first part of the “post-apostolic 
period” that follows it until the end of the Flavian epoch or the beginning 
of the time of Trajan, the Johannine corpus, 1 Clement, Ignatius, and the 
Pastoral Epistles, which means also the first half of the third epoch. 

This third epoch can be designated with some justification as the post- 
apostolic epoch. In 1905 Rudolf Knopf wrote his great work— which has 
still not been surpassed even after more than one hundred years—Das 
nachapostolische Zeitalter (The Post-apostolic Age), with the subtitle 
Geschichte der christlichen Gemeinden vom Beginn der Flavierdynas- 
tie bis zum Ende Hadrians (History of the Christian Communities from 
the Beginning of the Flavian Dynasty to the End of Hadrian),*° which 
means from ca. 69 CE, the beginning of the reign of Vespasian, who as the 
Roman commander in Judaea was acclaimed emperor by his legions, until 
ca. 138 CE, the year of Hadrian’s death. This third span of time can also 
be subdivided into two periods. The first period is the time of the Flavian 
emperors, from Vespasian via Titus to Domitian, who was murdered in 
96 CE, or until the beginning of the time of Trajan (98-117). Most of the 
great New Testament writings were written in this period, including all four 
Gospels in the temporal sequence Mark, Luke, Matthew, and John. The 
definitive, painful separation between synagogue and church took place in 
it, although the Jewish Christian element and its traditions together with 
the Septuagint continued to be influential also in the church of the second 
century. This development was accompanied by an increasingly tense rela- 
tionship to Roman rule. At this same time, inner-ecclesiastical crises — the 
confrontation with an ethically indifferent or rigorously ascetic enthusi- 
asm and with a docetic rejection of the true humanity of Christ—and a first 


33 John 21.18-19; 1 Clem. 5; Ascension of Isaiah 4.2—3; Dionysius of Corinth around 
160 CE, according to Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.25.8: “They suffered martyrdom in Rome at 
the same time.” Irenaeus, Haer. 3.1.1, cf. 3.3.1; cf. also Ign. Rom. 4.3; Actus Vercellenses 
35-40 (Lipsius 1976, I: 88ff.); Tertullian, Scorp. 15.3. 

$4 Josephus, Ant. 20.200-201; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.5.3: the flight to Pella. 

35 Knopf 1905. He wrote this work as a thirty-year-old Privatdozent and died much 
too early (October 26, 1874—January 19, 1920). 
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step in the development of a fixed ecclesiastical office become visible. It is 
also a time in which there was a creative processing of the apostolic mes- 
sage. Within two and a half decades—approximately 75 to shortly after 
100 CE—at least five or six major theological conceptions arose, which 
were very different in some respects. These are (in temporal sequence): 
(1) the Doppelwerk of Luke, his Gospel, and—with a certain temporal 
distance—the Acts of the Apostles between 75—85 CE, whose significance 
for our knowledge of the Christian primitive history, 1.e., Jesus and the 
primitive community, cannot be estimated highly enough; (2) Hebrews, 
which was handed down anonymously, at about the same time;*° (3) the 
Gospel of Matthew, around 90-100 CE; (4) 1 Peter, around 95-100 CE; 
(5) the Johannine corpus (the Gospel and three letters), which was prob- 
ably published shortly after 100 CE; and (6) Revelation, which appeared at 
about the same time, though the extent to which, despite great differences, 
a certain historical connection nevertheless exists between the Johannine 
corpus and the Revelation of John is debated.*’ At least the earliest wit- 
nesses of the second century claimed such a connection. To us this seems 
not impossible. Together with the earlier seven authentic letters of Paul 
and the Gospel of Mark, these texts form the main content of the New 
Testament. First Clement and the Pauline corpus—i.e., the collection of 
the authentic letters of Paul and, from the inauthentic letters, Colossians, 
Ephesians, and 2 Thessalonians, as well as Hebrews,** which remained 
preserved for us through the fact that the unknown editor incorporated 
it into the Pauline corpus around 100 CE**—still belong to the end of 
this period, though not the Pastoral Epistles, which emerged even later. 
It was a high time of theological thinking, with the personalities of the 
authors now remaining in darkness, partly to the advantage of the singular 
apostolic authorities of the past to which they appealed and which were 
sometimes already named pseudepigraphically as the author of a given 
work. Only the Doppelwerk of Luke, 1 Clement, and, in our view, the 


36 Here we are not certain whether it is not, in fact, to be dated prior to 70 CE since 
the destruction of the temple is not even hinted at and 1 Clement and the collection of the 
letters of Paul presuppose it around 100 CE (cf. note 38 below and note 51 in chapter 6). 
Amidst all the great theological differences between them, Luke and Hebrews are con- 
nected by the reference to the “eye-” and “earwitnesses”; see Luke 1.2 and Heb 2.3; cf. also 
Acts 1.21-22 and John 15.27. 

37 Frey 1993; 2015. 

38 Tt could have arisen approximately between 60 and 66 and been directed to a com- 
munity in the east. See note 36 above and note 51 in section 6.2. 

3° Perhaps the author of Ephesians was the editor of this collection; cf. Ephesians with 
Rom 16.25-27, which agrees theologically with Ephesians and probably originates from its 
author. In that case he showed in this letter how he wanted Paul to be understood in con- 
nection with the much older Colossians. 
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Johannine corpus were circulated with the name of their own author dur- 
ing these ca. thirty years. The third volume is to contain this period of time 
of a bit more than fifty years from the apostolic council to the beginning 
of the second century CE. In it too the theologically grounded author- 
ity of the authors, who could still regard themselves as students of the 
apostles, or the authoritative communities that stood behind them, such as 
Rome or Ephesus, played a decisive role. 

A certain upheaval in the second part of this third epoch—which, 
despite the earlier misuse of this phrase, could also be designated, cum 
grano salis,as a period of “early Catholicism’*!'—becomes evident through 
1 Clement, which probably arose between 96 CE, the death of Domitian, 
and the early period of Trajan, around 100 CE. It is an era in which opposi- 
tions break open. The eschatological consciousness and the concomitant 
near expectation receded, at least in part—on the other hand, the (final 
version) of Revelation arose in precisely this time. There were gradual 
attempts to come to terms with the Roman state, whose pressure became 
much stronger and placed greater weight on the inner order and organiza- 
tion of the community, in connection with an ethos that was strict vis-a-vis 
the pagan environment and at the same time marked by social solidarity, 
and on the development of ecclesiastical offices, which were becoming 
traditional, as guarantors of the preservation of the ideals and authorita- 
tive apostolic tradition that was now taking form. This process climaxed 
in the gradual establishment of the monarchic office of bishop, which is 
strongly emphasized in the letters of Ignatius because it was still contro- 
versial in the communities themselves.” The free activity of the Spirit was 
increasingly controlled by officeholders and the binding to the tradition, a 
development that proceeded not without considerable resistance. In addi- 
tion to the letters of Ignatius, examples of this can be found in the Pas- 
toral Epistles from about the same time, in the letter of Polycarp, in the 
Shepherd of Hermas, in the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, and—as a 
mirror image, so to speak—in the traditions about the prophetesses of Asia 


40 First Clement; Heb 13.24; Ign. Rom., praescr.; Irenaeus, Haer. 3.3.2. 

4! The phrase was polemically misused for a time. Cf., for example, E. Kasemann on 
2 Peter (Kasemann 1964c, 169; GV = Kasemann 1960/1964, I: 135): In his view it is “from 
beginning to end a document expressing an early Catholic viewpoint and is perhaps the 
most dubious writing in the canon.” In “Paul and Early Catholicism” (Kasemann 1969c; cf. 
1960/1964, II: 239-52), Kasemann admittedly takes his polemic ad absurdum, for he finds 
an abundance of early Catholic elements in the apostle himself. Schulz 1976 uses the term 
in an entirely unqualified way. For criticism of a questionable use of the term introduced 
by E. Troeltsch, see Hahn 1978; Alkier 2008 (GV = 2000); Markschies 2015, 191-92 with 
n. | (GV = 2007, 215-16 with n. 1). 

* Chadwick 1950; 2001, 65-83 (77ff.). 
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Minor, to which the emerging Montanism in the second half of the second 
century appealed.* 

At the same time there began, since more and more educated people 
found their way into the church, a new time of theological reflection and 
experimentation. Religious-philosophical circles developed on the mar- 
gins of larger communities into theological laboratories, which, influ- 
enced by the middle Platonic zeitgeist, were no longer interested only in 
Christology, soteriology, and ethics, but also in protology and the doctrine 
of the soul, and which, at the same time, also began to use “scholarly” 
philological methods to interpret the holy texts of the Septuagint and the 
Gospels and letters of Paul. The ever-increasing popular-philosophical 
influence facilitated among them a docetic Christology, which denied the 
full humanity of Christ, and led to the first rudiments of “gnosticizing” 
formations. The term “gnosis” appears for the first time in 1 Tim 6.20 
around 115 CE as a designation for a not yet clearly delineated “heresy.” 
By contrast, Luke could still use the term atoeotc neutrally in the sense 
of “religious party.” However, from the beginning of the second century 
“heretic” is used with the meaning “sectarian” as a polemical designa- 
tion of those who deviate from the true “apostolic” faith.“ To be sure, the 
various gnostic groups obtain clearer contours only in the first two books 
of the five-part work of Irenaeus, which, for its part, is based on a lost 
polemical writing of Justin.* The Pastoral Epistles and the seven letters 
of Ignatius* also evince the first approaches toward a monarchical episco- 
pacy, which— presumably influenced by the model of James, the brother 
of the Lord—penetrated from the east into the west. The Shepherd of Her- 
mas, which arose in Rome ca. 120-130 CE, does not yet know of such 
an episcopacy and also attests the continuation of an apocalyptic, Chris- 
tian prophetism that is strongly Jewish in character and ethically oriented. 
Rome still did not have a monarchical bishop at that time; indeed, this is 
not yet clearly the case even in Justin around 150.*’ First Clement and the 


*’ Cf., for example, Rev 2.20; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.9; 5.17.34; 5.24.2. Justin, Dial. 
82.1 (cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.18.8), also still speaks of the activity of the prophetic spirit. 

“4 Titus 3.10 exhorts one to avoid contact with “heretics.” Second Peter 2.1 speaks 
of “destructive heresies.” Luke still uses the term with the meaning “religious party” and 
views the Christians as such a party like the Sadducees and Pharisees (Acts 5.17; 15.5; 
24.5, 14; 26.5; 28.22). By contrast, the term is negative in Ign. Eph. 6.2; Ign. Trall. 6.1. In 
the sense of bad way of thinking, teaching, see Herm. Sim. 9.23.5 [= 100.5]; Justin, Dial. 
17.1: in Jewish eyes Christians are a algeotc &0¢0c, etc. 

45 See Irenaeus, Haer, 4.6.2 = Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.18.9: against Marcion; cf. Justin, 
1 Apol. 26.8: “Syntagma against all heresies.” 

46 Tenatius writes between 110 and 114 CE, since Trajan set out for the Parthian war in 
the east in the summer of 114 CE; the Pastoral Epistles were written ca. 110—120. 

“7 Justin, 1 Apol. 67.4 mentions only a presider (6 moO0EOtWC) as a preacher at the 
Sunday worship service. 
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Shepherd of Hermas attest a plural leadership through presbyters there. 
The Didache sheds light on the life of rural south-Syrian communities, 
and the Epistle of Barnabas, ca. 135, on the intensification of the conflict 
with Judaism alongside the simultaneous adoption of a Jewish “ethical” 
catechism, the “teaching of the two ways,” which we also encounter in 
the Didache. This is also the time in which the latest New Testament writ- 
ings arise: the Pastoral Epistles around 115 CE, which are located tem- 
porally between Acts (ca. 80-85) and the novelistically told Acts of Paul 
(ca. 180); the Epistle of Jude, which may presuppose the actually authentic 
Epistle of James and may itself have influenced 2 Peter; and 2 Peter, which 
may have arisen as late as 130 CE. Second Peter is the latest text of the 
New Testament “canon.” It is later than a whole series of works assigned 
to the “Apostolic Fathers.” It already presupposes the collection of the 
letters of Paul and the fight for its proper interpretation. The emergence of 
the twenty-seven writings of the New Testament begins with 1 Thessalo- 
nians around 50 CE and thus encompasses about eighty years. To be sure, 
as a canon-like, authoritative collection of writings, which was probably 
used in the worship service, though still without 3 John, James, Jude, and 
2 Peter, this collection appears for the first time in Irenaeus around 180, 
though it is necessary to stress that the apologetic and antiheretical lit- 
erature prior to Irenaeus, which could have known such texts, has largely 
been lost. This means that the collection could be much older. The term 
“canon” itself surfaces only in the fourth century, and the complete closure 
of the New Testament corpus for the Greek church occurred much later 
through the Thirty-Ninth Easter Letter of Athanasius in 367 CE. 

Thus, at the end of this third epoch stands the clear formation of a New 
Testament collection of writings, which comes alongside the already rec- 
ognized collection of the holy books of the “Old Testament’* in the Greek 
language. For Justin the translation of the seventy, the Septuagint, encom- 
passed all the Old Testament writings and is for him prophetic prediction 
of Christ throughout. A major step in the direction of a New Testament 
becomes clear for the first time in Marcion, who, with the purified Gospel 
of Luke, which had been shortened to about half its length, and the like- 
wise purified letters of Paul (still without the Pastoral Epistles) as “apostle 
text,’ gave to his separate church, which he established, something like 
an absolutely binding corpus of writings.” Marcion already presupposes 


48 For the designation, see Melito’s inventory of writings in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 
4.26.14. 

° With his “purification” he deletes all references to the inferior “just God” (Tertul- 
lian, Marc. 2.29.1) of the Old Testament, which for him had no significance for the Chris- 
tian faith. 
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a collection of four Gospels and demarcates himself from it. He needed 
his own, separately authoritative Holy Scripture because he rejected the 
entire Old Testament. As a countermove, the “great church” created a 
more extensive apostolicon with the letters of Paul (including the Pastoral 
Epistles), Acts, and the Catholic Epistles, with | Peter and the letters of 
John, which we encounter as a corpus in Irenaeus around 180 CE as gen- 
erally recognized in the church.*’ Much earlier we already find references 
to the Gospels of Mark and Matthew, Revelation, and probably also to 
1 John and 1 Peter in the fragments and information—which are primarily 
preserved by Eusebius — about the five-volume work of Papias at the time 
of Hadrian (117-138 CE), which attempted to gather older oral domini- 
cal and apostolic traditions. To be sure, the fragments of Papias already 
show the considerable extent to which the oral tradition had run wild. His 
contemporary Polycarp, in his letter to the Philippians, also presupposes 
the Synoptic Gospel tradition, the letters of Paul, 1 Peter, and the letters of 
John. Justin, about 150 CE, already knows all four Gospels and calls them 
“reminiscences of the apostles.” He knows that the authors were “apostles 
and students of apostles,” and he reports the reading of them as well as the 
reading of the Old Testament writings in the worship service as a tradi- 
tion that was established and assumed as a matter of course.*’ Toward the 
end of this period of time the Jewish community in Judaea was destroyed 
in the Bar Kokhba revolt (132-136 CE), through which law-observant 
Jewish Christianity was once again severely constricted and gradually 
pushed into the “Ebionite” heresy. The new Roman establishment of Aelia 
Capitolina in place of Jerusalem now became a purely Gentile Christian 
community. 

A fundamental change becomes visible at this time in the rise of 
apologetic literature. In an analogous way to some “gnostic writings,” it 
breaks through the literary walls to the educated upper class. Until then 
only Luke, with his Doppelwerk, had made an attempt in this direction. 
His dedication to Theophilus had been an absolute exception; now such 
literary conventions became more common. In ca. 124 or 129 CE a cer- 
tain Quadratus is said to have presented the first apology to the Emperor 
Hadrian, from which a small fragment is preserved only in Eusebius.** The 
next known apologist, Aristides, wrote under Hadrian or Antoninus Pius. 
Justin, whose work, despite large gaps, is preserved in its essential parts, 


°° The designation of 1 John as xa00Atx1) EmtOTOAN probably appears in the contro- 
versy over Montanism in Asia Minor toward the end of the second century CE; see Euse- 
bius, Hist. eccl. 5.18.5; and Hengel 1993a, 102 n. 18 (ET = 1989a, 162 n. 9). 

>! First Apology 66.3; 67.3; Dial. 103.8; see also note 12 above and Hengel 2008c, 
34-36 with note 99 (ET = 2000b, 20, 221—22 n. 83). 

>? Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.3. 
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wrote at the time of Antonius Pius and Marcus Aurelius, under whom he 
suffered martyrdom. His two apologies probably emerged shortly after 
150 CE. An increasingly marked demarcation from Judaism is also evi- 
dent. Toward the end of the Bar Kokhba revolt (132-136 CE) the Epistle 
of Barnabas emerges. Justin places his dialogue with the Jew Trypho, 
who had fled to Asia Minor, at this same time, with the work itself being 
composed around 160 CE. A forerunner, which presumably comes from 
the period shortly after the Bar Kokhba revolt, is the lost dialogue of the 
Jewish Christian Jason with the Alexandrian Jew Papiscus by Ariston of 
Pella.*’ Other influential apologists are Melito of Sardis; Tatian, a student 
of Justin, who compiled a harmony from the four Gospels; Athenagoras; 
and Theophilus of Antioch, a contemporary of Irenaeus. 

Parallel in time to the apologists was the composition of the—sometimes 
increasingly lengthy—treligious-philosophical writings by educated Chris- 
tian intellectuals who were condemned as “Gnostics” from the time of 
Irenaeus at the latest. Between 130 and 140 CE the Christian thinker Basi- 
lides in Alexandria taught a Platonizing, speculative Paulinism and also 
composed a sort of commentary on the Gospel tradition.** At almost the 
same time, ca. 138 CE, we find Valentinus—coming from Alexandria—in 
Rome as a free Christian teacher with considerable ecclesiastical influ- 
ence.» Already a fairly long time before Marcion (ca. 144 CE)—the 
great religious-philosophical system-builder, who had been assigned to 
Christian gnosis ever since Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria—and the 
apologists, the “New Testament’*® writings, which were not yet Gnosti- 
cally influenced themselves, were definitively concluded. The time of their 
impact and interpretation begins. In the second half of the second cen- 
tury CE, Heracleon, probably a student of Valentinus, composed at a high 
philological and philosophical level the first commentary on a whole New 
Testament writing, which has been preserved in fragments.°’ The large, 
predominantly Gnostic trove of Coptic texts from Nag Hammadi, which 
are often overestimated in their significance for the New Testament, illu- 
minates the variety of the Gnostic and pseudepigraphical production, but 


>3 Prostmeier 1998, 51-52. It seems improbable to us that Justin did not know this 
dialogue. 

* Cf. W. A. Lohr 1996. 

°° On this, see Markschies 1992. 

°° The designation appears only later in Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria. Melito 
of Sardis (ca. 170) speaks for the first time of the “books of the Old Testament” (in Euse- 
bius, Hist. eccl. 4.26.14); see note 48 above. 

>’ See the brilliant investigation of Wucherpfennig 2002, which shows that Heracleon 
was a Serious discussion partner for Origen and that he can be designated as a “heretic” 
only retrospectively. 
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contributes—due to the diffuse character of its writings—disappointingly 
little to the solution of the still open question of the emergence of this 
ecclesiastical movement and its history in the Christian early period. The 
most important texts are the ones that are similar to the Gospels, such as 
the Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of Philip. Many of the tractates more 
likely belong to the third than to the second century CE. It is conspicuous 
that the names of the great founders of schools, such as Satornilus, Basi- 
lides, Carpocrates, Valentinus, and Ptolemy, do not appear there. 

In addition to the apologetic and religious-philosophical writings, we 
find from the middle of the second century a rich popular literature, the 
apocryphal Acts of apostles, which only superficially take the Acts of 
the Apostles as their model and correspond much more closely to the fic- 
tive ancient novel literature. The most impactful is the Grundschrift of the 
Jewish Christian, anti-Pauline Pseudo-Clementines attributed to Clement 
of Rome, in which James and Peter, who fights against Simon Magus, 
stand in the center. To this one can add apocryphal writings according to 
the type of Gospel, such as the Gospel of Thomas and the Gospel of Peter 
or the—anti-gnostic—Epistula Apostolorum, which contains conversa- 
tions of the risen Jesus with his disciples, a genre that is otherwise espe- 
cially popular among the Gnostics, whom it seeks to combat. We must also 
mention the apocalypses connected with the Jewish heritage, such as the 
Apocalypse of Peter, the Apocalypse of Paul, the older Ascension of Isa- 
iah, and similar revelatory writings, as well as some Jewish corpora, such 
as the Sibylline Oracles, the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, the Life 
of Adam and Eve, and the Lives of the Prophets, which were Christian- 
ized and further developed. The separation from Judaism did not weaken 
the interest in Jewish-apocalyptic writings but rather promoted it, as the 
numerous Christian interpolations in these writings demonstrate. It was 
the church of the second century, in theological centers such as Rome or 
Alexandria, that took up, handed down, and thus preserved the Jewish 
Hellenistic literature, beginning with the Septuagint (including its “apoc- 
rypha”’) and the works of Philo and Josephus. By contrast, the Judaism of 
the second century almost completely rejected this literature and only took 
it up again later from Christian sources. 

The history of primitive Christianity in the extended sense—in 
other words, the history of Jesus, of the apostolic period, and of the 
post-apostolic age—encompasses about 100/110 years, from ca. 30 CE 
to ca. 130/140 CE. At the end of this period, we find the attempt to 
gain reassurance through the collection of oral tradition or the personal 
appeal to bearers of the tradition of the “beginnings” —thus in Papias 
and Quadratus and yet also in philosophically influenced teachers such 
as Basilides and Valentinus, who appealed to named students of Paul and 
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Peter. Amidst every emphasis on periods, the early history of Christian- 
ity proves to be a continuous, historically fruitful continuum that is full 
of meaning. Due to the fragmentary character of the preserved sources 
we can often present this continuity only very imperfectly. The really dif- 
ficult, clearly demonstrable breaks usually come from outside and tend 
to have a violent character. This applies, for example, to the death of the 
three leading heads of the first generation as martyrs in the sixties and 
to the destruction of Jerusalem that followed shortly thereafter, which 
robbed the Jewish Christian community of its previously decisive influ- 
ence and allowed Rome to become the new center of the church. The 
expulsion of Marcion from the community in Rome and the founding 
of a Marcionite counterchurch around 144 CE could also be described 
as a forceful act of ecclesiastical discipline, which was far-reaching, 
though unavoidable. The temporal boundary to ca. 100 CE, which is 
set through the emergence of the majority of the canonical writings,” 
was not perceived as such. Rather, the change from the second to the 
third generation was more likely felt in connection with the stronger 
grasp of the state since the time of the later Domitian and Hadrian. For 
much too long New Testament scholarship suffered from an overem- 
phasis on the theologically and ecclesiastically necessary but—from a 
historical perspective—questionable boundary of the canon and from 
the idealization of the authors who alone seemed to be really theologi- 
cally interesting, such as Paul and John, as representatives of true primi- 
tive Christianity. Terms that have become traditional, such as “primitive 
Christianity,” “apostolic period,’ “post-apostolic period,’ and “early 
Catholicism,” are indeed still usable today, but they should no longer be 
used in an evaluative sense. 

In reality, the second century CE is fundamental for the emergence 
of the New Testament, for it was precisely during this time and until Ire- 
naeus in Lyon around 180 CE and a little later until Tertullian in Car- 
thage and Clement of Alexandria that these writings, by virtue of their 
content, established themselves in the church. Here it is conspicuous that 
neither Irenaeus nor the great literary work of Tertullian evinces an appre- 
ciable influence from New Testament apocrypha. Rather, these writings 
are already decisively rejected by both of them. Even for Clement the 
writings that are “authoritative” for the church are clearly fixed, even if 
he, in correspondence to the spiritual situation in Alexandria and for the 
sake of discussion with gnosticizing Christian philosphers of religion, also 
cites “doubtful” texts now and again. The three great corpora of sources 
for these authors, which in scope surpass everything that has otherwise 


8 With the exception of the Pastoral Epistles, Jude, and 2 Peter. 
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been preserved of Christian writings from the second and first centuries, 
simultaneously provide an important foundation for a concluding retro- 
spective on the earlier time of Christian beginnings and the astonishing 
development of the church in the second century. After all, the theologi- 
cal thinking and ecclesiastical life portrayed in them go back entirely to 
presuppositions that were formed in the course of the first and second cen- 
turies, and to a great extent their theological conceptions must also be 
understood from there. They were not farther apart in time than we are 
from F. Schleiermacher, F. C. Baur, and A. Ritschl, with the last 150 years 
involving more rapid change than was the case in Greco-Roman society. 
Accordingly, they can form the sensible conclusion of a history of the ear- 
liest church. From then on begins, long before Constantine, the history of 
the church of the Roman Empire. 

The fourth planned volume is meant to conclude with these three 
theologians and an overview of their literary work. It reaches from the 
beginning of the “dark age” after Ignatius to the beginnings of the third 
century CE. 

What we experience from that temporal period of ca. 150—170 years 
is simultaneously little and much. It is too little to allow an even reason- 
ably continuous history of the development of the new movement in the 
first and second centuries CE to become visible. Our two main sources, 
Luke’s Acts of the Apostles and the first six books of Eusebius’ Ecclesi- 
astical History, are much too fragmentary for a continuous presentation 
of the overall connections. This applies all the more to the fragments of 
the five books of Hegesippus’ Hypomnemata, to which we are especially 
indebted for information about Jewish Christianity and the first bishops. 
The attempt to present the emergence of the church can usually be car- 
ried out only in very rough lines by connecting individual points, which 
means only with many gaps and with the constant use of working hypoth- 
eses. However, in comparison with other religious and philosophical 
movements in antiquity, we know on the whole a relatively large amount 
about particular sections of time and people, for example, about the activ- 
ity of Jesus or the Pauline mission, and above all we know an astonishing 
amount about particular theological conceptions, such as those of Paul, 
John, Ignatius, Justin, and Melito, not to mention Irenaeus, Tertullian, 
and Clement of Alexandria. By ancient standards the emergence of Chris- 
tianity and the history of its first 150-170 years are actually excellently 
attested. Thanks to the Lukan Doppelwerk and the letters of Paul, this 
applies especially to the decisive first forty years up to the destruction of 
Jerusalem. The darkest phase is the very early ten years between 30 and 
40 CE and then again the later part of the post-apostolic epoch, roughly 
between Ignatius and Justin. Here, however, our knowledge receives 
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valuable supplementation through Roman sources, such as the letter of 
Pliny and the answer of Trajan,’ an edict of Hadrian,” and the fragments 
of Papias and Hegesippus preserved by Eusebius. In general, Eusebius, 
with the first four books of his unique Ecclesiastical History, accompa- 
nies our entire journey. It is unfortunate that to date no church historian 
has been able to bring him- or herself to write a detailed, usable commen- 
tary on this foundational text. 

The presentation of the theological conceptions on the basis of the 
individual writings is in itself the task of a theology of the New Testament 
and then of the early history of dogma, with the former usually being pre- 
sented today as a kind of intellectual history of primitive Christianity in 
the form of the development of its ideas of faith and with impulses for her- 
meneutical implementation in the present. However, this usual division of 
the material into a literary history (or introduction to the New Testament), 
a presentation of the theology of the New Testament, and the attempt to 
provide a history of primitive Christianity always ran the risk of becom- 
ing one-sided, abstract, and static if it did not also keep in view the vari- 
ous historical situations in space and time and the acting persons and their 
conversation partners. Accordingly, we cannot tear apart the development 
of the theological thinking, the—very fragmentary—biographical, social, 
and political details, and the literary history. The authority of individual 
theological teachers, authors, founders of schools, and bishops has always 
been of fundamental significance. Therefore, we cannot completely elim- 
inate the mention of these personalities, even if we usually know very 
little about them biographically. This is already evident from a consid- 
eration of the first six books of the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius, 
who attempted—drawing on the large library of his teacher Pamphilus 
in Caesarea—to describe the first ca. 270 years of the emergence of the 
church and without whom a history of early Christianity could not be 
written at all. To be sure, in Eusebius the actual presentation of the theo- 
logical thought falls short of the mark in comparison with biographical 
and ecclesiastical-political “facts” and the works that are quoted, extend- 
ing to the listing of book titles and short surveys and quotations of lit- 
erature. He is much too entangled in the evaluative scheme of orthodoxy 
and heresy. Over against this scheme, the presentation of the historical 
particularities and theological characteristics of individual writings and 
their authors, i.e., the main sources of our knowledge, and the profile 
of their ideas of faith drawn from this constitute the most important part 


°° Pliny the Younger, Ep. 10.96-97. For the Latin text with an English translation and 
commentary, see Williams 1990. Cf. also Walsh 2006. 
6 Justin, 1 Apol. 68. On this, see Hengel 1996a, 358-91. 
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of the presentation of the early history of Christianity. Above all, the 
theological-christological thinking and its formation and development 
prove to be the actual moving force in this beginning period. They remain 
so also in the next centuries, as becomes evident from the great councils 
of the fourth and fifth centuries and the christological controversies con- 
nected with them. 


Judaism and Early Christianity 


No Christian theologian today doubts that primitive Christianity grew up 
in Jewish soil. This consensus becomes questionable, however, when one 
adds only one word—that it arose wholly out of Judaism. For this funda- 
mental thesis, namely that Christianity is, viewed historically, completely 
a child of Judaism, contradicts a view that Hermann Gunkel formulated 
and that has largely established itself in New Testament scholarship via the 
history-of-religions school and then especially through Rudolf Bultmann 
and his students, namely that Christianity is a syncretistic religion with a 
variety of roots. According to this view, in addition to Judaism, there were 
at Christ’s crib also pre-Christian, predominantly pagan gnosis, Greek and 
oriental mysteries, magic, astrology, pagan popular philosophy, and sev- 
eral other godparents.' 

The key word “syncretism” has not advanced the understanding of 
Christian beginnings, as, in general, this popular label does justice nei- 
ther to the Judaism in the motherland and diaspora nor to the Christian 
beginnings in the first century. Only certain later Gnostic currents, say, 
since the second third of the second century CE, such as the teaching of 
the Simonians or the Naassene sermon and then especially Manichaeism 


' Gunkel 1903; see especially p. 88 and the conclusion on p. 95: “Christianity is a syn- 
cretistic religion”; Bultmann 1956, 156ff. (GV = 1952, 146ff.): “The Mystery Religions”; 
162ff. (GV = 152ff.): “Gnosticism”; 175ff. (GV = 163ff.): “Primitive Christianity as a 
Syncretistic Phenomenon”: “Thus Hellenistic Christianity is no unitary phenomenon, but, 
taken by and large, a remarkable product of syncretism. It is full of tensions and contradic- 
tions” (ET = 177, modified; GV = 165). In reality this applies equally to Judaism and basi- 
cally to all significant ancient religions. Priimm 1972 presented an extensive study with the 
title Gnosis an der Wurzel des Christentums? Grundlagenkritik der Entmythologisierung 
(Gnosis at the Root of Christianity? Criticism of the Foundations of Demythologizing). His 
fundamental criticism is to a large extent accurate and was unfortunately scarcely taken 
notice of in his time. 
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in the third century CE, can be designated as religious formations that 
have very consciously been syncretistically configured through a mixing 
of religions. Early Christianity —at least in the first century CE—does not 
yet belong here, unless one uses the term in an overly undifferentiated and 
general way. For ever since the earliest beginnings Israel at first and then 
Judaism were exposed to foreign religious influences in manifold ways. 
Accordingly, one could always speak of syncretism. But in the course of 
history the religious identity of Judaism in attraction and rejection only 
increased thereby, and this applies precisely to the Hellenistic period, in 
which the foreign religious infiltration of the Jewish religion is said to 
have been the greatest. Of course, Judaism did incorporate numerous for- 
eign influences into itself at that time, but, as already shown previously by 
the Babylonian exile and the Persian period, it either integrated or rejected 
them and through them only became stronger in its inner power. This is 
apparent—to mention just one example—from the attractiveness of the 
Greek-speaking synagogue to non-Jews and from the great number of Gen- 
tile God-fearers who gathered in the Jewish houses of prayer. We would 
assert this self-assured consciousness of identity for Qumran, the Phari- 
sees, and the Jewish apocalyptic in the same way as for the literature of 
the Septuagint or for Philo of Alexandria. A nice example is provided by 
Josephus’ apology Against Apion. The syncretistic elements, which are 
overemphasized by H. Gressmann in his famous essay “Die Aufgaben der 
Wissenschaft des nachbiblischen Judentums” (The Tasks of Scholarship 
on Post-biblical Judaism),” apply more to the pagan interest in Judaism 
than to Judaism itself. In comparison to their pagan environment, Juda- 
ism and early Christianity, which was still closely connected with Judaism, 
were precisely not syncretistic religions, unless one understands the term 
“syncretistic” very generally to mean foreign religious influences of any 
sort, in which case it becomes too general and thus empty of meaning. 
We draw the following conclusion from this fundamental thesis: 
What has been postulated regarding remaining “pagan influences” in 
early Christianity can consistently go back to Jewish mediation. A direct, 
enduring influence by pagan cults or non-Jewish pagan thinking that is not 
mediated by way of a Jewish milieu cannot be demonstrated at any point. 
What one generally designates as “Hellenistic” in the New Testament usu- 
ally comes from Jewish sources, which admittedly neither desired to nor 
were able to withdraw themselves from the religious koine of the Helle- 
nistic period. For it was only by participating in the religious language and 
conceptual world of their time that they could have an attractive impact 


2 Gressmann 1929. On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 132-39, 251-60 (ET = 1997, 
76-80, 161-67). 
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upon outsiders and convincingly advocate the truth of their specific mes- 
sage. This applies equally to the Christians later. Accordingly, in the 
diaspora and among its leading figures in the motherland, Judaism very 
rapidly accepted the Greek language, which dominated the world, includ- 
ing its religious terminology, in a similar way to what it had already done 
with Aramaic in the Babylonian exile and in the Persian period. In this 
regard, we must pay attention to the fact that at the time of Jesus and the 
apostles Eretz Israel had been under Greek influence for more than three 
hundred years, so that with full justification we can designate as Helle- 
nistic the entirety of Judaism in the first and second centuries CE, which 
was influenced in various ways through the radiance of —and confronta- 
tion with—Hellenistic civilization. This extends even to Qumran, where 
Greek-pagan elements were sharply rejected in principle.* The word “Hel- 
lenistic” is therefore just as inadequate as “syncretistic” for making clear 
differentiations. Ever since the days of the Hasmoneans and Herod, Jeru- 
salem, the world-famous pilgrimage city, possessed a Hellenistic culture 
with its own character.* There we find a Jewish Hellenism, which differed 
fundamentally from the Hellenism of Alexandria, for it was characterized 
more strongly by the letters of the Torah and by the holy land and temple 
and was shaped less philosophically than halakically. For a nuanced his- 
torical evaluation we need more precise labels than catchwords such as 
“syncretistic” and “Hellenistic” can provide. To this can be added the fact 
that the so-called Jewish-Hellenistic diaspora also did not form a unified 
whole. The Jews in Syria or Rome were under Palestinian influence to a 
greater extent than, say, the Jews in Alexandria and Egypt, and people 
thought differently in Parthian Babylon than in Latin Carthage. Further, 
we must consider the social differences. The Herodians and priestly and 
aristocratic Boethuseans in Jerusalem, and all the more the very rich fam- 
ily of Philo of Alexandria, were much more strongly “Hellenized,’ which 
means that they possessed a higher education than the average Jew. In the 
centuries around the turn of the eras, ancient Judaism was characterized by 
a greater richness and creativity than is usually assumed. 

These Jewish foundations of the new messianic movement of primi- 
tive Christianity are connected with the fact that the great majority of the 
New Testament authors were Jewish Christians, who predominantly either 
came from the Palestinian motherland or had a connection to it. The lat- 
ter applies especially to Paul, the earliest Christian author. Further, one 
would need to mention John Mark, the earliest evangelist, the unknown 
scribal author of the Gospel of Matthew, the author of Revelation, and 
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the author of the Johannine corpus. In our view, the author of the Fourth 
Gospel and of the letters, who is probably identical with the “Elder” of 
the second and third letters, came from the Jerusalem aristocracy.° Luke, 
“the beloved physician” (Col 4.14), was probably a God-fearer before 
he became a Christian and later a travel companion of Paul. Of all the 
non-Jewish authors in antiquity, his Doppelwerk, which is unique in early 
Christian literature, evinces by far the best knowledge of Judaism in both 
the diaspora and the motherland. The unknown author of Hebrews must 
have been a rhetorically adept Jewish Christian, who masterfully wielded 
the Alexandrian art of allegorical and typological exegesis, and the author 
of 1 Clement in Rome also still appears to have a close relation to the 
synagogue’s use of Scripture and to its liturgy. For him the Septuagint is 
a large collection of models for the ordering of the church. There are not 
many writings left in the New Testament that could be ascribed to “Gen- 
tile Christians” with a higher degree of probability. It stands to reason 
that the—very clearly—anti-Pauline Epistle of James can hardly origi- 
nate from a Gentile Christian, and something similar applies to the Epistle 
of Jude, which is attributed to the brother of James. Thus, there is left 
for Gentile Christians perhaps the Epistle to the Ephesians, the very late 
Pastoral Epistles, the somewhat earlier | Peter around 100 CE, and the 
much later 2 Peter, which is dependent, in turn, on the Epistle of Jude. We 
must also consider that for the first twenty years or so, primitive Chris- 
tianity was almost exclusively restricted to Palestine and Syria/Cilicia, 
and Syria possessed the largest Jewish diaspora in the Roman Empire. It 
only gradually extended to further parts of the empire, not least through 
the worldwide mission program of the former Pharisee Paul of Tarsus. As 
shown by the Gospels, the letters of Paul, and the Acts of the Apostles, 
this Palestinian-Syrian early history, with Jerusalem as the center, deeply 
shaped primitive Christianity. 

In the contestation of the Jewish character of primitive Christianity, 
the old latent anti-Judaism of German idealism continues to have an effect. 
It said that in the course of the “upbringing of the human race” Juda- 
ism lost its religious right to existence with the emergence of Christianity. 
Above all, F. C. Baur and his school, in their sharply evaluative distinc- 
tion between Palestinian Jewish Christianity and the universalistic Gentile 
Christianity inaugurated by Paul, showed too little understanding for the 
Jewish atmosphere of the majority of the New Testament writings and 
pointed scholarship in a one-sided direction for a long time. 

It is, to be sure, telling that the no less apologetically oriented older 
Jewish presentations of Christianity, such as those of Graetz, Perles, 


> Hengel 1993a (ET = 1989a). 


Judaism and Early Christianity 27 


Elbogen, the early Leo Baeck, and others, gladly took up the erroneous 
extreme late dating of the Baur school, appealed with the old Tiibingen 
scholars to the notorious historical unreliability and the pagan influencing 
of the New Testament writings, and largely denied them a historical source 
value that was to be taken seriously. Here it was the achievement of Light- 
foot, Zahn, Harnack, and Schlatter to have placed the historical guideposts 
in a reliable way again, and from them a German American advocate of 
reform such as Kaufmann Kohler and an Israelite historian such as Joseph 
Klausner learned to be much more cautious on this question. This rigorous 
destructive skepticism robs the Jewish and all the more the Christian his- 
torian of valuable pointers for their own respective histories, for the early 
history of the new messianic-universalistic movement still remains also a 
piece of Jewish history. 

The rootedness of primitive Christianity in Judaism is also visible in 
the fundamental significance of the Jewish holy Scriptures for the new, 
eschatological-messianic movement. It pertains to their worship service as 
well as the formation of their teaching in all areas from Christology to eth- 
ics. In particular, the controversy with other Jewish groups was shaped by 
the discussion of specific texts of Scripture. This polemically conducted 
discussion was then continued in the early church. Since “the Scriptures” 
in early Christianity were understood not least as prophetic prophecies 
of eschatological fulfillment through the coming of the Messiah Jesus, 
they could be designated simply as “the (writings of the) prophets.”’° The 
phrase “books of the Old Testament” appears for the first time in Melito 
of Sardis in the second half of the second century in his letter to Onesimus 
and refers there to the books of the Hebrew Bible. Even though the Chris- 
tian Septuagint canon was more extensive in scope than this, the Hebrew 
Bible—as shown by the philological work of Origen or Jerome—stood as 
the final authority in the background. In the development of Christology a 
special role was played, in addition to numerous messianically interpreted 
prophetic texts, especially by the “messianic psalms,” since they, as Christ 
hymns, which were interpreted in relation to Jesus, could be sung. They 
presumably stimulated the spirit-effected christological hymns of the 
new community, as, for example, Old Testament songs were continued in 
Qumran.’ Further agreements with the Qumran Essenes can be seen in the 
fact that both communities held the same books in the highest regard: 
the Psalms, Isaiah, Deuteronomy, Genesis, Exodus, the Twelve Prophets, 
Jeremiah, and Daniel. The high regard for these books corresponded to 
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their theological-religious content and a tendency in Palestinian Juda- 
ism. By contrast, in the diaspora, as Philo shows, the Pentateuch above 
all was cited. This fundamental significance of the Jewish Holy Scriptures 
for early Christianity grounds the unique bond between Christianity and 
Judaism, which—despite all tensions and conflicts—remains in force to 
this day. The methods for interpreting Scripture of the Judaism of that time 
also remained preserved in early Christianity. Above all, early Christian- 
ity is connected with interpretation in Qumran and apocalyptic Judaism 
by the reference to the present as the end-time (1 Cor 9.10; 10.11; Rom 
4.23-24; 15.4; Heb 11.39-40; 1 Pet 1.10-12), i.e., the time of the fulfill- 
ment of the prophetic promises. 

The expression “to the Jews first . . .’-—which occurs almost stereo- 
typically in the letters of Paul in different variations—likewise evinces 
the Jewish character of the new movement.® The “first” in Rom 1.16 is 
not simply “‘a de facto worthless concession to the ‘chosen people’? but 
rather points to the salvation-historical priority, which is grounded in 
God’s promise to the fathers. It is then elucidated in Rom 9-11: Israel 
alone was entrusted with the “oracles of God” (td AOyta Tob Beod, Rom 
3.2); Israel alone was “guarded and shut in” by the “disciplinarian until 
Christ” (Gal 3.23-24). We encounter a similar idea in the Gospels when 
Jesus’ mission is initially restricted to Israel (Mark 7.24ff.; Luke 1.32-33; 
2.11, 34; 24.19-21; Matt 10.5-6; 15.24; cf. Acts 1.6; John 1.41, 49, etc.). 
Only after the resurrection does he send the disciples to all nations. With 
this Israel is by no means entirely excluded from salvation; rather, it is 
included in this command to “make disciples of all nations” (Matt 28.19). 
In the Acts of the Apostles the Gentile mission also begins—against the 
historical reality—only relatively late (cf. Acts 10.1-11.24; 13.16-48). In 
reality it probably already began in Damascus (Acts 9.20ff.) with the God- 
fearers in the diaspora synagogues. Accordingly, in his missionary jour- 
neys later, Paul, presumably from the very beginning, seeks out precisely 
synagogues, until he is driven out of them. He wishes to address Jews and 
God-fearing Gentiles there, but he meets with a positive response espe- 
cially from the latter. This phase of missionary proclamation, which was 
focused on Jews and God-fearers, probably lasted until the outbreak of the 
Jewish War in 66 CE. Only those who, like the former Tiibingen school of 
F. C. Baur, read the Old Testament with the eyes of Marcion could criticize 
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this state of affairs, which is relatively clear in Luke, as unhistorical. The 
apostle to the Gentiles is initially especially the missionary of these God- 
fearers in the synagogues, who were still regarded as Gentiles legally but 
were already familiar with the foundational Jewish teachings and with the 
Septuagint. Therefore, he can already presuppose knowledge of the Jewish 
writings and interaction with them in his mission communities and argue 
in such a virtuoso manner with scriptural quotations. In comparison with 
the great attractiveness of the Jewish synagogues in Gentile cities, also 
for Gentiles—we can indeed speak here of a successful Jewish religious 
“propaganda” among Greeks and Romans —the primitive Christians’ mis- 
sion constituted something new, for it was based on the eschatological 
sending by the risen Messiah, which fills out the period of time for repen- 
tance between exaltation and parousia, in order to prepare for his coming 
as judge and consummator of the world. This is a radical new move in 
the history of ancient Mediterranean religion, one that is grounded in the 
eschatological universalism of the Old Testament prophets and is without 
parallel in the ancient world. 

On the basis of this complex state of affairs, the separation of the 
synagogue and the new enthusiastic-messianic Jesus movement, which 
took place amidst pain, cannot be clearly assigned a fixed, let alone an 
early, date. Rather, it was a long and complicated process. “Christianity,” 
as an entirely new religion of the ancient world, did not enter the arena of 
history entirely without mediation. Moreover, the designation that estab- 
lished itself in history for this offensive, eschatological sect, Christianoi, 
which basically means “Messiah’s people,” was not a self-designation 
but rather a designation given to the movement by outsiders in Antioch 
(Acts 11.26). This means that this typically Latin form of a party name, 
which we also find in the case of the Homé.avol (Mark 3.6; 12.13), was 
common in the Greek-speaking East, but was used especially in circles 
that were close to Rome. In the New Testament this word form— which 
is foreign to Greek — Xetotiavot = Christiani appears only three times’® 
and always in relation to the outside. The Gentile Christian and martyr 
Ignatius, ca. 114 CE, first uses the word more frequently and juxtaposes 
Christianity, X@totuavioudc, and Judaism, Iovdatouoc, for the first 
time.'' It is telling that in Ignatius the expectation of martyrdom tied to the 
present has at the same time almost entirely suppressed the consideration 
of the near end of the world. Only then, in the first centuries of the second 
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century, was the parting line between mother and daughter definitively 
drawn. At almost the same time, Pliny writes to Trajan about his proceed- 
ings against the Christiani as a superstitio prava et immodica, and a little 
later Suetonius speaks of them as superstitio nova et malefica, 1.e., these 
Roman authors regard the Christiani as a new, potentially dangerous reli- 
gious movement. By contrast, Tacitus explicitly reports that this exitiabilis 
superstitio began in Judaea, was revived after being repressed by Pilate, 
and came from there to Rome. For him, the hater of Jews and Christians, 
it was the worst criminal form of the Jewish superstitio.'” 

By contrast, the Jewish designation nésrim/nasérdyyd/Nazoraioi 1s to 
be derived from the origin of Jesus from the Galilean Nazareth and cor- 
responds to a Palestinian-Jewish custom of designating bearers of more 
frequent names according to their origin. This Jewish “name of a party” 
was originally a byname of Jesus. It is telling that in the trial against Paul 
the prosecutor appointed by the high priest Ananias speaks of the (Jewish) 
“sect of the Nazoraeans,”'? while King Agrippa II uses the word Christia- 
nos.'* Thus, for the high priest, Paul is, according to Luke, a “ringleader” 
of an inner-Jewish haeresis. A little later Luke has Paul designate himself 
as a former adherent of the Pharisees, 1.e., “of the strictest ‘haeresis’ of 
our religion.”!° In this way he accurately represents the historical state 
of affairs for Christians and Pharisees. Both, Pharisees and “‘nésrim,’ are, 
viewed from the outside, different Jewish haireseis in Luke. On the Jew- 
ish side, we find an indication of the separation in the fact that the popular 
name Yesii*‘, the short form of YAdsii*‘, completely disappears in the Tan- 
naites from about the second century CE onward, while it still appears 
twenty-two times in Josephus and is also still relatively frequent in the 
documents from the escape caves of the Bar Kokhba period. The com- 
mon people reacted more slowly than the rabbinic teachers, who no lon- 
ger wanted to mention the now-cursed name and returned to the original, 
longer form Yh6si*‘. The introduction and establishment of the much- 
discussed “cursing of the heretics” in the Eighteen Benedictions is prob- 
ably to be dated only to the early second century CE. It refers especially 
to the Jewish Christians. Conversely, the church, which was becoming 
increasingly independent, understood itself as the “true people of God,” 
the “true Israel,’ and to the outside, consequently, as the “third race” or 
“people” alongside Greeks and Jews. The Gentile Christians, who now 
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gradually became predominant, had for Judaism never belonged to “Israel” 
anyway. 

This means, however, that the controversy—which is visible in the 
New Testament writings and is sometimes vehement—between the mes- 
sianic sect of the ndésrim, the “people of the Nazarene,” and the various 
Jewish groups in Judaea, 1.e., Pharisees, scribes, Sadducees, priestly aris- 
tocracy, and Herodians, and then, later, with the synagogue communities 
in the diaspora from Syria to Rome, initially represents an inner-Jewish 
family conflict. With reference to the hard statement of Paul in 1 Thess 
2.14-16, Richard L. Rubenstein, in his book My Brother Paul, speaks of a 
“family dispute” and explains that “his harshness was not unlike that of 
the members of the Community of the Scrolls.”’’® It is an old biblical motif. 
We encounter the conflict of brothers already in central texts of the Old 
Testament: with Joseph and his brothers, with ““Rebecca’s children,’”!’ and 
(paradigmatically for the course of the human history that begins with it) 
with the fatal outcome of the story of Cain and Abel. Even Jesus’ relation- 
ship to his brothers was not without problems.'* The thesis of the conflict 
between siblings even applies where, as in John, there is polemic not sim- 
ply against specific groups, such as scribes and Pharisees or Herodians, 
but rather where “the Jews’ —the leaders and speakers of the people are 
meant—are directly attacked in the strongest terms. What is at issue is 
the rejection—which is difficult to comprehend for the new, enthusiastic 
movement— by his and their own people of the “Messiah,” “Son of God,” 
and “king of Israel,”’? in whom God himself came to Israel and thus to all 
humans. To this height of the claim corresponded the heatedness of the 
controversy in and with his and their own people.*? Family conflict can 
result in a situation in which individual members turn against the major- 
ity of their own family and, in some circumstances, are expelled (cf. John 
9.22; 12.42; 16.2). No New Testament author could have known that with 
the messianic movement of the Nazoreans or Christianoi a new religion 
would emerge with a long history alongside the Jews and against them, 
let alone that it would come to power in the empire centuries later. At first 
it was an oppressed, even a persecuted “sect.” The phrase “third race” or 
“people” alongside Jews and Gentiles does not yet appear in the New Tes- 
tament, but only in the writings of the apologists of the second century CE, 
first in the Preaching of Peter and in Aristides. Tertullian rejected it. After 
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all, Christians lived in the consciousness of the fulfillment of the eschato- 
logical promises of the holy Scriptures and initially by no means regarded 
themselves as a new religion but rather expected the near arrival of the 
kingdom of God and the concomitant return of the crucified Messiah and 
Son of God Jesus of Nazareth, who rose from the dead and was exalted 
to the right hand of God, 1.e., the redeemer prophesied by the prophets 
and the judge of the people of God and of all the nations as well. 

This means that while the elements that separated the Nazoreans from 
the rest of Israel were certainly enthusiastic and eschatological in char- 
acter, they were nevertheless fundamentally Jewish in their individual 
characteristics, their building blocks. The particularly divisive element, 
Christology, did indeed have a Jewish character in its elements and was by 
no means syncretistically riddled with pagan elements that were foreign 
to Judaism. In the first—decisive—years, primitive Christian preaching 
could otherwise not have been understood at all by the still predominantly 
Jewish hearers in Judaea and Syria. What was new, by contrast, was the 
overall conception, the apostolic witness to Christ, which Paul describes 
in 1 Cor 15.1-11 as the “gospel,” which is proclaimed by all the witnesses 
and apostles according to 15.11 and which he presents in poetic form in 
Phil 2.6-11. First Corinthians 15.3 attests that this gospel of the atoning 
death and resurrection of Christ constituted the recognized foundation of 
faith of primitive Christianity, namely in Judaea and in Syria as well as 
in the areas of the Pauline mission around the Aegean. This new message 
of faith in the crucified Messiah and Lord Jesus and of his salvific work 
must have provoked offense and contradiction.*! The polemic of indi- 
vidual New Testament authors from Paul via Luke and Matthew through 
to John against the traditional Jewish rivals and their counterreaction 
was not sharper than the polemic of the Essenes against “Ephraim” and 
“Manasseh,” 1.e., against the Pharisees and Sadducees, even though the 
theological differences with the new Messianic “sect” may have been even 
greater due to its distinctive Christology and soteriology. Sharp, wound- 
ing polemic also occurs in other Jewish groups. We must not forget that 
there were bloody conflicts between Pharisees and Sadducees at the time 
of John Hyrcanus and Alexander Jannaeus and then between Zealots and 
those who sought peace in the years before and after the outbreak of the 
Jewish War, for which the ultimate motive was not social but religious 
and in which the controversial eschatology also played a role. The rab- 
bis later accused the zealous fighters before 70 CE and Bar Kokhba of 
wanting to “force” the end. Would not the message of a Messiah who had 
already come, who was proclaimed as a universal savior and judge in the 
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present, and who was expected to return soon have had to appear—viewed 
phenomenologically—as an expression of dangerous eschatological 
impatience or as an offensive utopia? 

The theme of “anti-Judaism in the New Testament,” which is some- 
times connected today with weighty accusations against the primitive 
Christian authors, has, to be sure, a relative validity with a view to the 
fateful Wirkungsgeschichte of individual texts. This, however, only 
began centuries later. At first the Jewish mother was indeed stronger than 
the unruly daughter. In the first century CE, the “church” did not per- 
secute the “synagogue” but rather, conversely, the “synagogue”’ perse- 
cuted the “church” time and again. While the new movement, after its 
expulsion from the synagogue, was completely unprotected legally and 
could be persecuted—sometimes violently—by the organs of the impe- 
rial administration since the end of the first century CE, the Jewish eth- 
nos, with its traditional religion—if we disregard the three large revolts of 
66-73, 115-117, and 132—136 CE—was under the protection of the politi- 
cal policy of Rome, which was relatively tolerant on religious questions. 
With respect to the primitive Christian authors themselves, who—this still 
applies even to John”—await the near parousia of the Messiah and Son of 
God, the accusation of anti-Judaism is therefore anachronistic and bespeaks 
an unhistorical way of thinking that fails to recognize the historical situ- 
ation of that time, which was completely different from later epochs. The 
young communities looked to the near end and the coming of the world 
judge and redeemer—the Jewish Messiah Jesus of Nazareth exalted to 
God. They, who themselves stood under the double pressure of the suspi- 
cious state authorities and the influential and self-conscious Jewish mother 
communities, who were understandably indignant about the enthusiastic 
escapades of the new—still Jewish—movement, could not know how 
their polemical texts would be misused centuries later. The family conflict 
between the primitive Christian communities and the synagogue—or, bet- 
ter, the various authorities of a stronger “normative Judaism’ —was not 
more vehement than other conflicts, in which inner battles extended for 
three hundred years between the beginning of the Maccabean insurgence 
and the Bar Kokhba revolt. But the following observation also holds true: 
family controversies are more wounding and have more lasting effects 
than all others. They hurt so much because the persons involved are so 
close. This applies also to the later inner-Jewish and inner-ecclesiastical 
controversies, at bottom even still today. This conflict became so severe 
and was carried out so painfully because the concern was always with 
the question of religious truth, with God’s holy will, and because this was 
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taken very seriously by both sides: precisely the taking seriously of the 
question of truth is Old Testament-Jewish heritage. 

What was most conspicuous in this conflict was that it possessed clear 
contours from the beginning and was focused on central religious concerns 
of Judaism, on questions of faith, hope, and life practice. The concern 
was with the relation of messianic redemption and the traditional validity 
of temple and Torah. The last two entities—as it were, the heart of Jew- 
ish faith until then—had already been threatened in connection with the 
radical Hellenistic attempt at reform under Antiochus IV Epiphanes after 
175 CE, when the identity of Israel as the people of divine election and 
belonging was at stake. Since that time it had reacted allergically, indeed 
bitterly, to every real and putative attack on these goods entrusted to it by 
God, and for the most part demarcated itself even more strongly—at least 
in the motherland—from the “nations of the world,” although it did not 
withdraw itself from every foreign influence. At that time, this was an 
understandable, indeed a necessary, reaction. In the new Messianic move- 
ment, in which Jesus was proclaimed as the crucified Messiah and libera- 
tor from sin and death who rose from the dead, it seemed as though these 
highest goods of Israel were being called into question again, though under 
a completely different banner than was the case two hundred years earlier. 
In the time of Antiochus IV, the Jewish “Hellenists” of the upper stratum 
strove for assimilation to the nations and the “secularization” of the temple 
and threatened thereby the purity of Jewish “monotheism.” Now mono- 
theism was no longer threatened. The new movement itself rejected with 
the utmost sharpness every form of “foreign service,” i.e., polytheism and 
pagan libertinism. Their motives were entirely different. Now the direct 
salvific significance of temple and Torah became questionable, at least 
partially, under the banner of the dawning kingdom of God and of the mes- 
sianic redemption, with them proclaiming at the same time the universal 
eschatological fulfillment of the promises of the fathers and the prophetic 
prophecies. Trust, emunah, and hope were placed not primarily in the holy 
text given to Israel at Sinai and in one’s own possibility of obedient doing 
but in a person, who was promised by the holy Scriptures of Israel and 
who corresponds to God, in whom the prayer of Isa 63.19 (LXX 64.1) 
is, aS it were, fulfilled: “O that you would rend the heavens and come 
down... .” What was said in Exod 19.11 and Ps 18.10 with respect to the 
“coming down” of God upon Sinai now became in the full sense “bodily” 
reality. God himself comes in a human being, the shoot of David promised 
by the prophet, at the end of time to his people. The heavenly Father sends 
the Son as he sends in the Jewish wisdom tradition of Sirach or Wisdom 
of Solomon the Hokhma, the divine wisdom, who inspired Israel’s men of 
God. As the servant of God and suffering righteous one, he vicariously 
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takes upon himself the guilt of all and absolves them through his death 
on the accursed wood**—a message that could fascinate and repel the 
hearers. Even the notions of “mediation” between God and humanity 
and “incarnation” could pick up on Old Testament-Jewish models, thus 
on the interpretation of Gen 1.26-27; 18.1-33; Exod 23.20-23; 24.9-11; 
Lev 26.11; Ps 8.5-6; 45.7-8; 89.27-28, 37; 110; Dan 7.9-14 (especially 
in the Septuagint version), and—not least—Isa 53.% The Judaism of the 
time also knew of—to adopt a phrase from 1 Cor 2.10—the traces of the 
“depths of God” (t& BGO tod Veo), which, according to Paul, only the 
Spirit (which effects the apostolic witness) searches out and reveals. In 
later Jewish mysticism such conceptions were revived again. To be sure, 
still very imperfect vestigia trinitatis appear in this way already in the Old 
Testament and in the Jewish environment of the New Testament. Here, we 
must consider, in addition to the preexistent Wisdom or Torah, the Philonic 
Logos, 11QMelchizedek, the Son of Man of the parables of 1 Enoch, and 
the prayer of Joseph. 

Thus, this new heaven-storming messianic movement of the 
“Nazoreans,” which also claimed for itself the eschatological gift of 
the prophetic Spirit, could appeal to fundamental faith statements of Israel, 
and it did this—even in Eretz Israel—not without success. This central 
point of the person of the Messiah Jesus, the m*Sthd’ yeSii*‘, “XQ LoTtOG 
Tyootc,” and of the universal redemption effected by him constitutes the 
aspect of the enthusiastic and eschatological atgeois tav NaCweaiwv”™ 
that was actually new, that pointed into the future, and that was thus, at 
the same time, what was dangerous. According to Luke, the rhetorician 
Tertullus, speaking on the commission of the high priest and of the San- 
hedrin, designates Paul, its “ringleader,” with understandable anger, as 
“one who stirs up sedition among all Jews” (Acts 24.5). With respect to 
our earliest author, Paul, the new could be designated in the form of a 
slogan, in a somewhat exaggerated manner, with the formula “Messiah 
contra Torah.” For this movement Moses and the law from Sinai were no 
longer the mediator between God and his chosen people but the Messiah 
Jesus, the bringer of the new eschatological covenant of Jer 31.31-34.°° 
While Gal 3.19 still designated Moses as “mediator” of the Torah on Sinai, 
Jesus becomes the “mediator of the new covenant” in Hebrews,’ and in 
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> Acts 24.5, cf. 24.14. 

6 Cf. Jer 33.14, 25-26. 

*7 Hebrews 8.6; 9.15; 12.24. 
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1 Timothy he becomes the “mediator between God and humans.” Paul 
can therefore call Christ “the end of the law for righteousness for everyone 
who believes.””? At the same time, he no longer understands the Torah 
exclusively as the Jewish law, but, starting from the first commandment, 
as God’s holy will for all humans, as a law that is active through the con- 
science even in the hearts of Gentiles.*° Alongside the first commandment 
of the Decalogue in connection with Deut 6.4 comes the love command- 
ment of Lev 19.18. In this focused form, which goes back already to Jesus, 
it serves, according to Paul, to display the absolute, culpable incapacity 
of the human being to fulfill God’s holy will, i.e., rightly understood, it 
effects—salutary—knowledge of sin.*! To be sure, such an opposition 
must have appeared absurd to Pharisaically educated Jews, but, oddly 
enough, it found—this is shown already by the stoning of Stephen, who, 
according to the accusation of Acts 6.13, continually “spoke words against 
this holy place and the law” —a not insignificant resonance, even among 
individual Jews in Jerusalem. This resulted in the expulsion of the Jew- 
ish Hellenists from the capital of Judaea, who then became missionar- 
ies of the new messianic message in the Syrian synagogues. Indeed, even 
James, the brother of the Lord, who was said to be so law-abiding, and 
other Jewish Christians were executed by stoning as “lawbreakers” (wc 
TAQAVOUNOAVTMV) by Annas II, an event that prompted even Pharisaic 
protest.*” 

A central hope of the new messianic and universalistic movement 
soon became the fulfillment of the worldwide eschatological conver- 
sion of the nations to the one true God of Israel, which was grounded 
on various prophetic promises, and of the Abrahamic promise (Gen 12.3) 
in the form of conversion to God’s anointed one, who—this is what is 
distinctive—had already come. But how was this to happen if the Torah, 
as it states in the Letter of Aristeas (139), surrounded Israel vis-a-vis 
the nations “with unbroken palisades and iron walls” and if these walls, 
according to m. ‘Abot 1.1, must themselves be guarded again with a fence? 
Even Paul can speak of this—indeed also protective —“shutting-in” func- 
tion of the Torah in Gal 3.23-24 (cf. Rom 3.1-2), though only until the 
sending of the Son into the world, 1.e., until the “coming of faith.” Here a 
fundamental aporia in the prophetic faith of the Old Testament becomes 
visible. The promise for the nations could only become full reality when 


8 First Timothy 2.5. 

*° Romans 10.4. 

30 Romans 2.14 ff. 

31 Romans 3.19-20. 

>? Acts 6-9; Josephus, Ant. 20.200-201. 
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the barriers that separated the Jewish people from the converted nations 
of the world who believed in the one true God were somehow nullified. 
This occurred in the eschatologically motivated primitive Christian mis- 
sion, which at first was addressed primarily to the numerous God-fearers 
of the diaspora synagogues of Syria. This means that the eschatologically 
grounded “mission to the nations” could build on the attractiveness of 
the synagogal sermon. In this regard the expectation of the near parou- 
sia of the redeemer and the assurance of the already effective presence 
of the reign of God €v Xetotd, “in Christ,” in growing distance to the 
earthly, politically exclusive existence of the Jewish people, created a new, 
eschatological-universal consciousness: “‘For in Christ you are all sons of 
God through faith. . . . There is neither Jew nor Greek, neither slave nor 
free, neither man nor woman, for you are all one in Christ Jesus” (Gal 
3.26, 28). Or Phil 3.20: “But our citizenship (moA(tevuc) is in heaven, and 
from there we await as redeemer the Lord Jesus Christ. . . .” Correspond- 
ingly, in Gal 4.26 Paul says: “But the Jerusalem above (in heaven) is free, 
and it is our mother.” According to Rev 21.1-22.5, the holy city comes 
down from heaven into a renewed creation (cf. Isa 65.17) and as the place 
of the presence of God and Christ incorporates into itself all those who 
believe, both Jews and Gentiles. 

This new element was at the same time the extremely offensive ele- 
ment, for under some circumstances it could—under an eschatological 
claim and in Paul, the former Pharisaic scribe, with sublime theological 
justification—ultimately call into question the existence of Israel as exclu- 
sively chosen people, 1.e., as a political and religious entity that was fun- 
damentally separated from the nations of the world. This was at least an 
accusation made against Paul. One apparently charged him with seducing 
Jews to fall away “from Moses” (Acts 21.21, 28). As shown by Rom 9-11, 
this is not accurate for Paul in this way. For him all believers from Jews 
and Gentiles are chosen, and when he, according to Rom 11.26, which 
calls to mind m. Sanh. 10.1 (“all Israel has a share in the coming world”), 
on the basis of the promise to the fathers, maintains that with the coming 
of the Messiah all Israel will be saved through God’s grace, then it cor- 
responds to this that, at the end of world history, all nations, under the 
banner of the gospel, will find their way back to God, in order that his 
grace alone may triumph over all powers of evil, sin, death, and devil. In 
our view, here the messianic expectation of Paul was indeed realistic and 
concrete, but it completed itself not through one’s own political action, as 
was the case for the Zealots, but alone through God’s action at the parousia 
of the redeemer (Rom 11.26-27). Thus, Israel becomes for him the great 
paradigm of grace, of the free election by God, and of the “justification 
of the godless” (Rom 4.5), which the former Pharisee and persecutor had 
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experienced in relation to himself. Correspondingly, the last sentence of 
the “dogmatic” section of Romans concludes with the lapidary statement 
“For God has shut in all under disobedience in order that he may have 
mercy on all” (Rom 11.32).° We could add: in Christ, the Messiah and 
Son of God, who was sent into the world for the salvation of Israel and the 
nations.** For Paul this can be followed only by hymnic praise: the soli 
Deo gloria as the only possible human answer to God’s grace. Could one 
think of a “more Jewish” conclusion to a theological tractate than this 
praise, which is oriented to the Psalms: “Oh the richness of the wisdom 
and the knowledge of God .. . ,”’ which ends with the words “To him be 
glory forever! Amen”? The paraenesis that immediately follows is then 
grounded in the experience of God’s mercy and seeks to guide one to a 
thankful new life “in Christ” by leading the human as an answer to the 
received grace to the giving of his or her life and to the “reasonable wor- 
ship” (Rom 12.1ff.). Here we can speak of a new, eschatological-universal 
form of the Jewish kawwandah that is effected by God’s Spirit. 

Viewed in this way, Jesus and the worldwide movement triggered by 
him points to a historically understandable—cum grano salis we could also 
say legitimate—possibility in the development of Judaism during the late 
period of the Second Temple, which—based on a prophetic-apocalyptic 
perspective on the Old Testament tradition—took a route entirely differ- 
ent from the rabbinic branch, which emerged after the catastrophe of the 
destruction of the temple and determined the subsequent way of the Jew- 
ish people. 


33 Tt is one of the most important statements in the whole of the New Testament. 
34 Romans 15.8-12. On the hymnic praise of God, see Rom 11.33-36. 
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Judaism under Roman Rule in the 
First Century BCE and CE 


3.1 Judaea as a Roman Client Kingdom and as a Province! 


The works of Josephus’ form the only continuous historical narrative 
about the period of Roman rule from the subjection of Judaea by Pompey 
in 63 BCE and the suppression of the Jewish revolt in 66—73 CE. We can 
only represent these epochs by following him. But he also has gaps, pre- 
cisely for the time of the prefects before Pilate, because his source, Nico- 
laus of Damascus, falls out from that point on.’ Furthermore, Josephus has 
very clear tendencies. In Jewish War, which was written directly after the 
war in the years 75—79 CE, he likewise presents the prehistory of the war. 
He exonerates the people to the disadvantage of the Zealots. Likewise he 
exonerates the Roman administration after the banishment of Archelaus in 
6 CE and the transformation of Judaea into a Roman province, admittedly 
in order to incriminate the last procurator, Gessius Florus, for being com- 
plicit in the catastrophe. The later, extensive presentation of this period in 
Jewish Antiquities, which he published in 93/94 CE, is for the most part 
more reliable and less pro-Roman. In his Life, an addendum to the Antiqui- 
ties, he explicitly defends his own behavior at the beginning of the revolt 
in 66-67 CE, when he was a military leader in Galilee. His last work, 
an apology for Judaism, its very ancient religion and its laws, entitled, 


'On this, see Boffo 1994; Michel/Bauernfeind 1962; Siegert 2001; Mason 2001; Gabba 
1999; Goodblatt 1994; Hengel 1989c (GV = 1976c; 2011); 1996a; 1999b; 2002; 2003a 
(GV = 1988); 2001d; Hengel/Schwemer 1998 (ET = 1997); Klausner 1945, 129-228; 
Kokkinos 1998; Millar 1993; Pucci Ben Zeev 1998; Riesner 1994; Schalit 2001; Schiirer 
1973-1987, I-II/2; Schwartz 1990; Stern 1976-1984. Cf. now also H. Lichtenberger 2013. 

For editions of texts and recent literature, cf. Wandrey 2005 (GV = 1998); Rajak 
2010 (GV = 2001). A complete edition is now being published by Brill (unfortunately 
without the Greek text): Mason 1999ff. 

3 On Nicolaus, see section 3.1.1 below. 
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because he was countering the attacks of the Alexandrian enemy of the 
Jews Apion, Against Apion, is not only an important source collection of 
Greek-Hellenistic testimonies about the Jews and ancient Judaism but also 
an indispensable description of Jewish interpretation of the law and cus- 
toms.* The numbers he provides are often shaky and mistaken in scale, but 
they are not generally unreliable. To be sure, we receive from him a one- 
sided picture, but without this picture all too much in the Gospels would 
be historically incomprehensible. The milieu from which he comes and 
for which he writes is akin to that of Luke. It was a Hellenized Judaism, 
surrounded by a circle of Gentile sympathizers. Josephus—a nationally 
conscious priest from Jerusalem—belonged to the Jewish aristocracy and 
wrote his works as a freedman of the Flavian imperial household in Rome. 
In this regard it is interesting how much he, as an apologist for Judaism, let 
himself be influenced by Greek and Roman culture, in a similar manner to 
the highly educated Galilean Justus of Tiberias, with whom he competed. 

Against more recent secondary literature, which wants to view Jose- 
phus above all as a rhetorician and pure propagandist, he must be taken 
seriously as a historian. Apart from him and Philo of Alexandria we pos- 
sess only chance references from the Greco-Roman authors for this time, 
thus from Strabo, Tacitus, Cassius Dio, and others.° Above all, the phil- 
osophical exegete Philo’s historical apologies Legatio ad Gaium and In 
Flaccum concerning the Caligula crisis and its prehistory in 38-41 CE not 
only portray the happenings in Alexandria and Rome but also shed light 
on the conditions under the Herodian rulers and prefects in Judaea and 
supplement the presentation of Josephus, who highly esteems these Jewish 
aristocrats from the diaspora.° 

Among the Jewish writings from the Hellenistic-Roman period, the 
books of the Maccabees and the Psalms of Solomon, as well as more 
strongly legendary narratives and, last but not least, the texts discovered at 
Qumran, are especially informative as sources.’ By contrast, the rabbinic 
reports are slanted in a deeply tendentious manner.* Without the correc- 
tions through Josephus it would be impossible to evaluate them due to the 
lack of any historical context, for they would give rise to a completely false 


* On this, cf. C. Gerber 1997. 

> See the collection of Stern 1976-1984. On Josephus’ rhetorically colored picture of 
Herod, see now Landau 2006. 

© Josephus, Ant. 18.259-260. Cf. Veltri 2011 (GV = 2003). 

7 Cf. the older description of the sources in Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 17-122; III.1/2; see 
also Hengel 1999b, 176-92; Mittmann-Richert 2000. 

® On J. Neusner’s initially justified criticism of older research but then increasingly 
radical rejection of the use of rabbinic texts for the historical representation prior to 70 CE, 
cf. Deines 1997, 536ff. 
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picture. Judaism changed radically after 70 CE, and after the catastrophe 
the rabbis were no longer interested in a presentation of their history. They 
regarded their task as the halakic, legal, and haggadic, moral-theological, 
interpretation of Scripture. 


3.1.1 On the Prehistory: 
From Pompey to the Reign of Herod I (63-4 BCE) 


The religious emergency under Antiochus IV Epiphanes and the success- 
ful Maccabean fight for freedom in the second century BCE were a signifi- 
cant watershed in the history and self-understanding of the Jewish people.’ 
Due to the decline of the Seleucid Kingdom and its gradual dissolution, 
the small Judaea under the leadership of the Maccabean freedom fighters 
was able to gain its political independence in a decades-long, vicissitudi- 
nous revolt after more than four hundred years of foreign rule and extend 
its sphere of rule so far that it approached the Old Testament ideal of the 
land of the twelve tribes in around 100 CE. From the beginning an alliance 
with Rome was meant to ensure the success of this fight for freedom.'° 
After his victory over Nicanor"’ in the spring of 161 BCE, Judas Macca- 
beus had sent an embassy to Rome, which made an alliance of peace and 
arms with the Roman senate.” The alliance was directed against the Seleu- 
cid ruler Demetrius I, as can be inferred from the simultaneous writing to 
him, to whom the threatening accusation of the senate applied: 


Why have you made your yoke heavy on our friends and allies the Jews? 
If now they appeal again for help against you, we will defend their rights 
and fight you on sea and on land." 


° For the Hellenistic reform in Judaism and the religious emergency under Antio- 
chus IV Epiphanes, which provoked the revolt, see Bickerman 1937; Hengel 2003a (GV = 
1988). On the religious repercussions of the persecution, the martyrdoms, and the resurrec- 
tion hope as well as the emergence of religious parties, see chapter 4. 

'0 The Roman Republic had already conquered the Seleucid ruler Antiochus III at 
the battle of Magnesia (190 BCE), and the peace agreement of Apamea that followed 
(188 BCE) completed his defeat, for the Seleucid lost every claim to Greece and Asia 
Minor and had to produce a massive sum as war reparations, which put a heavy burden 
on the finances of the state and presumably led to increased taxes also in Palestine. Antio- 
chus IV Epiphanes (see below) grew up as a hostage in Rome. 

‘| Cf. 1 Mace 7.43ff. 

!2 First Maccabees 8.17—30; cf. 2 Macc 4.11. 

'5 First Maccabees 8.31-32 (NRSV); cf. 1 Macc 12.1-4; 14.16-19. For the problem 
of the authenticity of the documents, see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 171-73; cf. further Justin, 
Epitome of Pompeius Trogus 36.3.9; Pompeius Trogus dates the “freedom” in the time 
of Demetrius I: A Demetrio cum descivissent, amicitia Romanorum petita primi omnium 
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The treaty of the Romans with the people of the Jews stood on a bronze 
tablet in Rome, and the Jerusalemites received a copy.” In the self- 
understanding of the Jewish population it guaranteed above all the free- 
dom from the Seleucid “yoke” and not so much the recognition of the 
hegemony of Rome, for at that time the Romans were still far away. To 
be sure, after the victorious conflict with Antiochus III (192-188 BCE), 
they already showed a lively interest in the events in Syria and intervened 
multiple times against the Seleucids. At the time of his victorious second 
campaign in Egypt, Antiochus IV was already forced to withdraw and to 
renounce his claims to Egypt by the Roman commander Popillius Laenas 
on the basis of a resolution of the senate.’ 

About one hundred years later Syria became a Roman province 
through the end of the Seleucid Kingdom,'’® and the Jewish Hasmo- 
nean state in Palestine came under Roman overlordship as an adjunct 
of Syria. After the decisive subjugation of Mithridates VI in 66 BCE, 
Pompey conquered Tigranes in Armenia and “liberated” the Hellenistic 
Seleucid heartland of Syria, Cilicia, and Phoenicia, which Tigranes had 
occupied. He sent his general Scaurus into southern Syria to put things 
in order there. When Scaurus came to Damascus, two lieutenants, Lol- 
lius and Metellus, had already liberated the Hellenistic polis from the 
rule of the Nabataeans. Scaurus therefore continued on to Judaea, where 
the two sons of the Hasmonean high priest-king Alexander Jannaeus 
(103-76 BCE) and the queen Alexandra Salome (76-67 BCE) were fight- 
ing to inherit the kingship after her death. At her accession to the reign, 
Alexandra had already appointed the older Hyrcanus II as high priest and 
had allied herself at the same time with the previously anti-Hasmonean 
Pharisees and their adherents. While she was still living, she had also 
marked out Hyrcanus to inherit the kingship,'’ but she increasingly had 


ex Orientalibus libertatem acceperunt, facile tunc Romanis de alieno largientibus. “On 
revolting from Demetrius and soliciting the favour of the Romans, they were the first of all 
the eastern peoples that regained their liberty, the Romans then readily bestowing what was 
not their own” (text and translation in Stern 1976-1984, I: 336, 338). 

'4 Cf. Josephus, Ant. 12.415-419. Josephus emphasizes that this was the first treaty 
between Romans and Jews. According to 1 Macc 8.22, by contrast, bronze tablets came to 
Jerusalem. For the debate over the authenticity of the treaty in | Maccabees, see Schiirer 
1973-1987, I: 171 ff. 

'S On this, see the more detailed discussion in Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 151-52, 171. 
These events were attentively observed in Judaea. See Dan 11.30. 

‘6 Through Pompey in 64 BCE, officially in 58 BCE. In 27 BCE it became a province 
of Caesar through Augustus and was under a legate. On this, see Millar 1993, 31: “the 
‘provinces of Caesar’ were the military areas... . Syria... was a military area, and one in 
which at all times comparatively large military forces were stationed.” 

i Josephus, J.W. 1.120. 


Judaism under Roman Rule in the First Century BCE and CE 45 


to confront the striving for power of her younger son, Aristobulus II, who 
relied on the previous adherents of his father—the Sadducean aristoc- 
racy. After Salome’s death, an open war broke out between the brothers. 
Hyrcanus II was defeated by Aristobulus II and removed from the throne. 
However, the ambitious aristocrat and Idumaean magnate Antipater,'® 
who had control over the administration of Judaized Idumaea and had 
become the political advisor of the incapable Hyrcanus I, appealed in his 
name to the Nabataeans for support’? and besieged together with them the 
Jerusalem temple mount, which was held by Aristobulus II. The fight was 
so embittered that during this siege a charismatic miracle worker, Onias, 
known from rabbinic texts as Honi the Circle-Drawer, was stoned by an 
enraged crowd because he refused to curse Aristobulus and petitioned 
God not to let the plans of the fighting brothers succeed.?? Both men, 
Hyrcanus and Aristobulus, then sought to win the Roman general Scau- 
rus for their party. Scaurus favored Aristobulus so that he could subject 
the army of Hyrcanus and Antipater to a crushing defeat. When Pompey 
arrived in Damascus in 64 BCE, the brothers presented their respective 
claims before him. 


Here he (Pompey) heard the case of the Jews and their leaders, Hyrca- 
nus and Aristobulus, who were quarrelling with one another, while the 
nation (€8voc) was against them both and asked not to be ruled by a 
king, saying that it was the custom of their country to obey the priests 
of the God who was venerated by them, but that these two, who were 
descended from the priests, were seeking to change their form of gov- 
ernment in order that they might become a nation of slaves.”! 


The delegation of the people, presumably headed by the Pharisees, fun- 
damentally rejected the rule by kings—which already existed since Alex- 
ander Jannaeus or his brother Aristobulus I (104-103 BCE)—as not in 


a | osephus, J.W. 1.123: “An Idumaean by race, his ancestry, wealth, and other advan- 
tages put him in the front rank of his nation.” For Antipater and his family, who originally 
came from Ashkalon and whose father already managed Idumaea under Jannaeus and Alex- 
andra Salome, see Kokkinos 1998, 94-139. The father of Antipater presumably converted 
to Judaism during the forced Judaizing of Idumaea by John Hyrcanus (135-104 BCE). 
Josephus’ source for all these events is above all Nicolaus of Damascus; cf. below. 

i Antipas himself was married to a Nabataean woman; see note 71 below. 

" Josephus, Ant. 14.22—24. For the rabbinic traditions, see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 235 
n. 6; cf. Vermes 1973, 69ff. 

a1 Josephus, Ant. 14.41 (trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 409); on this, see the parallel account 
of Diodorus Siculus 40.2 (text in Stern 1976-1984, I: 185ff.). Cf. Hengel/Deines 1996, 
458 n. 181 (ET = 1995, 53 n. 130), who refer to the Pharisaic standpoint of this delegation. 
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keeping with the Jewish law.*? Pompey did not discuss this ‘referendum,’ 
but he admonished them to peace and warned Aristobulus against revolt 
and against apostasy from Rome, i.e., the representative of Rome regarded 
himself—self-evidently—as the master of the East, which now had to be 
newly ordered by Rome.*’ He took Aristobulus captive when his adher- 
ents were willing neither to pay the promised amounts nor to hand over 
Jerusalem. The adherents of Aristobulus entrenched themselves again 
in the temple, while Hyrcanus gave over the city and the royal palace 
to Pompey.™ After a two-and-a-half-month siege, Pompey stormed the 
temple, at which time many priests, who were carrying out their service, 
were killed,** and entered the interior of the sanctuary, though without 
plundering it: 


Of all the calamities of that time none so deeply affected the nation as 
the exposure to alien eyes of the Holy Place, hitherto screened from 
view Pompey indeed, along with his staff, penetrated to the sanctuary, 
entry to which was permitted to none but the high priest, and beheld 
what it contained: the candelabrum and lamps, the table, the vessels for 
libation and censers . . . and the store of sacred money amounting to two 
thousand talents. However, he touched neither these nor any other of the 
sacred treasures.”° 


Pompey confirmed Hyrcanus only as high priest and not as ethnarch or 
king and subjected the land to tribute—in a short time ten thousand talents 


>? Whether they appealed here to the treaty of alliance made with the people (€0voc) 
of the Jews and the Roman senate from 161 BCE (see the senatus consultum in 1 Macc 
8.23-30; cf. 2 Macc 4.11; cf. Josephus, Ant. 12.415—419, on this, see note 14 above) and 
therefore wanted to place themselves under Roman protection is not recognizable from 
the report in Jewish Antiquities. Josephus omits the delegation of the people in the shorter 
report in Jewish War. The account of Diodorus Siculus (see note 21) is clearer here and 
mentions the treaty of alliance with the senate. 

°3 This also supports the view that the treaty of alliance and support with Rome had 
not been forgotten. Cf. 1 Macc 12.1, 3-4 (the high priest Jonathan and the people renew the 
treaty with Rome); 1 Macc 14.16ff. (Rome renews the treaty with the high priest Simon); 
Josephus, Ant. 13.260—266 (renewal of the treaty with the Jewish 6fwoo—in 132 BCE or, 
with less probability, in 105 BCE); 14.247ff. (renewal of the treaty to the advantage of the 
Jewish €0voc and the high priest John Hyrcanus). 

_ Josephus, J.W. 1.142ff.; Ant. 14.59. 

*° Josephus, J.W. 1.150 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 71): “Then it was that many 
of the priests, seeing the enemy advancing sword in hand, calmly continued their sacred 
ministrations, and were butchered in the act of pouring libations and burning incense; put- 
ting the worship of the Deity above their own preservation.” Cf. Ant. 14.65-68. 

*6 Josephus, J.W. 1.152-153 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 71); cf. Strabo 16.40 (in 
Josephus, Ant. 14.71ff.; Stern 1976-1984, I: 276); Tacitus, Hist. 5.9. 
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had to be paid. He also separated off all the Hellenistic cities that had been 
conquered in the Hasmonean period; handed them over again, as “free 
cities,” to their former inhabitants,?’ some of whom had been driven out; 
and joined them to the province of Syria. Pompey took Aristobulus and his 
family, as well as numerous prisoners of war,” with him to Rome, where 
Aristobulus was led in the triumphal procession of Pompey.”’ Josephus 
blames both brothers along with their fraternal war for this misfortune 
of Jerusalem, the profanation of the temple, the loss of freedom, and the 
subjection under Rome. 


For this misfortune which befell Jerusalem Hyrcanus and Aristobulus 
were responsible, because of their dissension. For we lost our freedom 
and became subject to the Romans.*” 


The Psalms of Solomon—composed in the early Herodian period—lament 
these events from a Pharisaic perspective: 


2.1ff.: In his arrogance the sinner (Pompey) broke down towering walls 
with the battering ram, . . . foreign peoples ascended your altar, with 
their shoes they trampled it down in arrogance, because the sons of Jeru- 
salem had defiled the sanctuary of the Lord . . . through lawless acts had 
profaned. 

17.11-12: The lawless one (Pompey) stripped our land of its inhabit- 
ants ..., sent them to the west, and made the leaders of the people an 
object of ridicule. 


Pompey received the just punishment for his wickedness (Pss. Sol. 
2.26—27), but the Hasmoneans were also punished for their misdeeds, for 


ary osephus, Ant. 14.75-76 mentions Gadara, Hippos, Scythopolis, Pella, Dion, 
Samaria, Marisa, Ashdod, Jamnia, Arethusa, and the coastal towns of Gaza, Joppa, Dora, 
and Straton’s Tower. Pss. Sol. 17.14-18 refers to the merciless collection of this tribute 
in Jerusalem and to the tax evasion of the “pious” in the wilderness; for the “‘anachore- 
sis” in Judaea, cf. note 330 below. 

?8 These were not least priests and Levites who had defended the temple and main- 
tained the cult until the penetration of the Romans. They formed the heart of the Jew- 
ish diaspora in Rome. For their descendants as freedpersons in Rome, see Philo, Legat. 
155-156; for returning emigrants, cf. the Theodotus inscription in chapter 4 below (note 
160). Cf. also Pss. Sol. 17.11-12. 

?° For the triumph of Pompey, cf. Diodorus Siculus 40.4 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 188-89); 
Pliny the Elder, Nat. 7.98 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 483-84); Appian, Mithridatica 117.571 ff., 
576ff. (Stern 1976-1984, I: 182-83). Pss. Sol. 17.12 mentions the mocking of the Jewish 
rulers. 

a Josephus, Ant. 14.77 (trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 487). 
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they seized the kingly “diadem” due to their arrogance and “made desolate 
David’s throne” (Pss. Sol. 17.5—6): 


But you, O God, will crush them and take their seed from the earth, by 
having a man who is foreign (AAAOTELOV) to our race rise against them. 
According to their sins, you will repay them, O God .. . (Pss. Sol. 17.7—8) 


The Psalms of Solomon regard the subsequent assumption of power and 
the actions of the “half-Jew” of Idumaean origin Herod—he is the one 
who is meant by “the foreigner’*!—against the Hasmoneans as the just 
punishment of God, who “is faithful in all his judgments” (17.10). 

The Roman rule of the late republic was primarily interested in an 
effective—indeed excessive—taxation of the new province and, besides 
this, in strengthening the Hellenistic cities and their culture, which, after 
the Roman-promoted fall of the Seleucids, had become threatened by the 
oriental “barbarians,” Parthians, Armenians, Nabataeans, and Jews. At 
the same time, due to the growing Parthian danger, the Romans desired 
a pacification of the new province of Syria, which had become splintered 
through the collapse of the Seleucid kingdom. Therefore, in ca. 57 BCE 
Gabinius divided the Jewish rump state into five synodoi, 1.e., administra- 
tive districts, with Jerusalem and Jericho as seats of synhedria in Judaea, 
Amathus in Peraea, Adora in Idumaea, and Sepphoris in Galilea, to ensure 
stability and order and the regulated collection of the tribute.*” At the same 
time, the land received an “aristocratic” constitution,*? as was also com- 
mon elsewhere in the subjected provinces of the Romans, for in the new 
Roman client state Hyrcanus II initially stood at the head only as high 
priest, whereas the administration and the judicature were in the hands of 
the leading local families.** Alexander, the son of Aristobulus II, who was 
already able to escape from captivity on the way to Rome; Aristobulus 
himself, after he had fled from Rome; and, later, his son Antigonus all con- 
tinued to assert their claim to the throne and to the high priesthood, with 
the support of a large group of adherents among the people in each case. 


31 Cf. As. Mos. 6.2: Josephus, Ant. 14.403: nuwovdaios (on this, cf. note 71 below). 
For the Pharisaic conviction that the reign of Herod was the just punishment of God, see 
note 54 below. 

>? Cf. Cicero, Prov. cons. 5.10 (text and commentary in Stern 1976-1984, I: 202ff.); 
Cassius Dio 39.56.5—6 (text in Stern 1976-1984, II: 354-55). Cf. Gabba 1999, 98-99: 
“The arrangement imposed by Gabinius was ineffective, and must have lasted quite a short 
time. In 56 BCE Aristobulus himself, having escaped from Rome, gathered many followers 
and tried yet another revolt, once again crushed by Gabinius.” Cf. further Gabba 1999, 100. 

33 Josephus, Ant. 14.91; cf. Ant. 11.111. 

** Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 184-98; cf. also Goodblatt 1994, 30, 110-11. 
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They ensured that the constant unrests in Judaea—which had difficulty 
bearing the loss of its independence—did not cease.* The Roman leg- 
ates in Syria, who had three legions at their disposal—though these were 
stationed in northern Syria because of the Parthian danger—had to attack 
them in multiple campaigns.*° With a clearly pro-Roman—realistic— 
attitude, Antipater and Hyrcanus attempted to retain their power. The high 
priest appears not to have protested even when Crassus, to finance his 
Parthian campaign, plundered the temple in 54 CE, and the master of the 
temple treasury, with great diplomacy, was even able to rescue the temple 
curtains.*’ The fear that the Romans would destroy the city and temple, as 
the Babylonians had once done, or desecrate the latter, as Antiochus IV 
had done, probably grew latently among the population after the encroach- 
ments of Pompey and Crassus, which were to be followed by others.** 
Due to the defeat of Crassus at Carrhae (53 BCE) and the invasion of the 
Parthians in Syria, instances of open unrest broke out again in Galilee, 
which Cassius Longinus put down.” After the death of Pompey, Hyrca- 
nus and Antipater supported Julius Caesar in his difficult situation during 
his Egyptian campaign (48-47 BCE) with fifteen hundred Jewish auxil- 
iary troops”’ and brought over the Egyptian Jews to Caesar’s side. Caesar 
appears for this reason to have especially favored the Jews in his sphere 
of power. 

The division into five synodoi or synhedria by Gabinius had not 
facilitated the pacification of the land*! and was therefore repealed by 
Caesar in 47 BCE in connection with a reorganization of the region. 
Hyrcanus and Antipater were fittingly rewarded for their support in the 


3° Josephus, Ant. 14.93: “Many Jews had attached themselves to Aristobulus because 
of his old glory and because they always had joy in revolutionary activity.” Cf. Ant. 
14.100ff.: Aristobulus’ son Alexander comes to power for a second time, forces many Jews 
to “fall away,” and marches through the land with a great army, killing every Roman. 
Gabinius conquers him at Tabor, and ten thousand (uveLot—a typically exaggerated 
number specification) Jews lose their lives. 

36 Josephus, Ant. 14.82-88, 92-97, 101-102, 120. 

37 Josephus, J.W. 1.179; Ant. 14.105-109. 

38 Cf. the mention of the eschatological destruction of the temple in the Life of Habak- 
kuk in the Lives of the Prophets (12.11): “And concerning the end of the temple he proph- 
esied: ‘it will occur by a people from the west.’” According to this writing, the prophet 
Jonah had prophesied the eschatological destruction of Jerusalem (10.8). Cf. Josephus, 
J.W. 6.300-309; John 11.48; Mark 13.2. 

>? Josephus, J.W. 1.180; Ant. 14.119-120. 

a Josephus, J.W. 1.187 and Ant. 14.128, 139, gives the number three thousand. In Ant. 
16.52 (in the speech of Nicolaus of Damascus before Agrippa) the number is two thousand; 
in the decree of Caesar quoted by Josephus in Ant. 14.193, however, the number is fifteen 
hundred, which is presumably more accurate. On this, cf. Pucci Ben Zeev 1998, 40, 48-49. 

“1 See note 32 above. 
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Egyptian campaign. Hyrcanus was named ethnarch of the Jews, and 
his descendants were also to retain this office. Moreover, the heredi- 
tary office of high priest was confirmed to him.” Antipater received 
not only Roman citizenship and personal freedom from taxation but also 
the authority to rule in whatever form he regarded to be correct. This made 
him the actual master in the land.*? The Jews were exempted from military 
service both in Judaea and in Asia Minor,** and were to live according to 
their traditional customs, 1.e., to keep the Sabbath and to collect the temple 
tax and transfer it to Jerusalem. Moreover, Caesar granted a remission of 
taxation in Judaea,* and in addition to Joppa, the most important harbor of 
the land, he also gave back the Hasmonean property to Hyrcanus.*° How- 
ever, when Herod was appointed as king by Octavian and Mark Antony 
in 40 CE, the arrangements for Hyrcanus and his children were already 
nullified or transferred to Herod and his family.*” 

Josephus quotes these Roman decrees in such an unusually detailed 
manner until Claudius’ edict to the Alexandrians and the letter of Petro- 
nius to the Palestinian port city Dora, which guaranteed the Jewish rights 
again after the Caligula crisis,“ in order to convince his Jewish compa- 
triots in Judaea and the diaspora toward the end of the first century CE 
that they were protected by these decrees—even after the First Jewish 
War—if they behaved loyally toward Roman rule. At the same time, how- 
ever, it was also an admonition to the Romans that they not depart from 


ae Josephus, Ant. 14.194—-195, 196, 199, 210. Pucci Ben Zeev 1998 provides an exten- 
sive commentary on the documents (letters of Caesar from 47-44 BCE and relevant sena- 
tus consulta, which Josephus quotes in Ant. 14 and 16). She rightly stresses the importance 
of these documents (373): “Along with Polybius, Appian and not many others, and along 
with his Jewish predecessors, Ezra and the authors of the books of the Maccabees, Jose- 
phus is one of the few ancient historians who quotes the text of documents. In spite of 
his apologetic bias in choosing them, in spite of his lack of attention to their content, and 
in spite of the fact that they are not original documents but copies (and often copies of 
copies) already translated into Greek, there is no doubt that his quotations constitute an 
enormous contribution to our knowledge of Jewish rights. More than that: they provide us 
with almost all the information available concerning Jewish rights in the first century BCE 
and in the first century CE.” 

‘3 Josephus, Ant. 14.143; cf. J.W. 1.194, 199-200. 

ae Josephus, Ant. 14.227, 228. In Judaea this was connected with the exemption from 
providing winter quarters for Roman troops. 

= Josephus, Ant. 14.201. 

a0 Josephus, Ant. 14.202—210. On this, see Pucci Ben Zeev 1998, 80-92; Gabba 1999, 
100-101. 

“7 With this was connected the privilege of being admitted to the senate and of receiv- 
ing an answer within ten days (Josephus, Ant. 14.210). Cf. the quick hearing of Herod 
before the senate, which took only seven days to appoint him king (Ant. 14.387). See Kok- 
kinos 1988, 98-99. 

“8 On this, see the excursus below in section 3.1.4. 
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their previous good tradition.” It was his firm conviction—as Philo of 
Alexandria had already held before him—that precisely the Pax Romana 
propagated by Augustus and his successors guaranteed the free exercise of 
the Jewish cult.*° This view of the political situation of Judaea was indeed 
realistic. 

Antipater first appointed his two sons as strategists, i.e., as military and 
civil commanders: Phasael in Jerusalem and the younger Herod in Galilee. 
This gave Herod the opportunity for his first heroic action in 47 BCE.”! The 
“robber captain” Hezekiah maintained a private army with which he car- 
ried out raids in southern Syria. Herod captured him and his adherents and 
had them executed. The fact that Hezekiah*’ could not have been a simple 
“robber” is evident also from the aftermath in Jerusalem, for not only did 
the representatives of the priestly and lay aristocracy, the leading Jews, 
demand that Hyrcanus call Herod to account, since only the high priest 
and his Sanhedrin had the right to carry out capital punishment, but the 
mothers of those killed by Herod pressed the high priest daily in the Jeru- 
salem temple that he must bring Herod before the court. Hyrcanus gave 
in, but let Herod—at the wish of the Roman governor—escape.”? The trial 
itself degenerated into a farce because of the cowardice of the members of 
the Sanhedrin in the face of the self-confident appearance of Herod with 
his armed bodyguard. Only the Pharisee Samaias took the floor, blamed 
the members of the counsel, and announced to them the future rule and 


4° The emperor Domitian (81-96 CE) collected with intensified cruelty the fiscus 
Tudaicus, the two-drachma tax, which all the Jews had to pay to the temple of Jupiter Capi- 
tolinus after the destruction of the Jerusalem temple and the end of the Jewish War (Sue- 
tonius, Dom. 12), and punished Romans who converted to Judaism (Cassius Dio 67.14.2); 
cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, HI: 122—23, and note 177 in chapter 4 below. 

>° Cf. Kehne 2007 (GV = 2000). See especially Agrippa’s speech that urged for peace 
at the beginning of the revolt in 66 CE (Josephus, J.W. 2.345-401). See further note 375 
below. This knowledge also plays a role for Paul in Rom 13; see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 
95-96 (ET = 1997, 60). It is a presupposition of the primitive Christian worldwide mission. 

>! Josephus, J.W. 1.204-211; Ant. 14.159-160, 184. 

>? On Hezekiah and his dynasty, see Hengel 1989c, 313-24 (GV = 1976c, 319-24); 
Freyne 1998, 211-16; Gabba 1999, 101; cf. notes 208, 299, and 386 below. For the des- 
ignation “robber” for all enemies of the Roman rule in Josephus and not only for bandits, 
see Hengel 1989c, 24-46 (GV = 1976c, 25-47); Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 441; II: 600, 604. 
Hezekiah was apparently a powerful anti-Roman partisan of Aristobulus, who assailed 
Gentile areas from Galilee. His son Judas played a role later in the uprisings after the 
death of Herod I in 4 BCE, and he is probably the same person as the founder of the zealot 
freedom movement, Judas the Galilean. After the time of this Hezekiah, Josephus calls 
insurgents against Herod and the Romans “robbers” almost stereotypically. In this respect 
he follows his source Nicolaus of Damascus. 

ae Josephus, Ant. 14.170, 177ff. Herod fled to Damascus, but he was then appointed 
as prefect over the Decapolis and Samaria by the Roman governor. With this he obtained 
an official Roman office. 
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revenge of Herod. Because of their sins they could not escape him.°** Heze- 
kiah himself must have belonged to the nationally conscious aristocracy. 

Herod’s rise to power was initially due to the influence of his father, 
Antipater, and later more and more to his military, political, and eco- 
nomic gifts, his unscrupulous will to power, and his consistent loyalty 
to the respective Roman commanders. When Cassius demanded a tribute 
of seven hundred talents, Herod in Galilee was the first to bring together 
the amount that was required of him. The unrests did not cease, because 
Antigonus, the son of Aristobulus IH, gathered an army, but Herod con- 
quered him in Galilee.*° 

After the victory at Philippi, Mark Antony took over rule in the East. 
He named Herod and his brother Phasael tetrarchs and had the Jewish 
embassy in Tyre, who had made accusations against Herod, executed 
(41 BCE).°’ Herod had successfully survived the change of party from 
Cassius, one of the murderers of Caesar, to Antony, but the Parthian attack 
in Judaea in spring 40 BCE changed the game.°* He had to flee. The Par- 
thians plundered Jerusalem as well as the surrounding land, and they 
destroyed Marisa, which had once been the main city of Idumaea and was 
the home city of Herod. They captured Hyrcanus II and Phasael. With their 
support Antigonus became high priest and king (40-37 CE). He had his 
uncle Hyrcanus’ ears cut off so that he could never again hold the office of 
high priest. Phasael died.*? Herod had previously safely brought his assets 
to an unknown location in the south, presumably in the powerful Hellenis- 
tic city of Ashkalon, which was never Jewish.™ He rescued his adherents 
and his whole family, above all his fiancée Mariamne—the granddaughter 


a Josephus, Ant. 14.171-176. Later it was also Samaias who opened the doors of 
Jerusalem to Herod when he besieged it with Sossius (cf. Ant. 15.3—4). This passage has no 
parallel in Jewish War. The dramatic depiction probably goes back to Nicolaus of Damas- 
cus, whom Josephus follows for his detailed story of Herod (Ant. 14-17). Cf. note 31 above 
on Pss. Sol. 17.5—8, 11; As. Mos. 6.2. 

a Josephus, J.W. 1.220—-221; Ant. 14.274. According to J.W. 1.225; Ant. 14.280, Cas- 
sius promised Herod that he would make him king of Judaea because of his extraordinary 
competency when he defeated Octavian and Antony. But Cassius and Brutus lost the battle 
at Philippi in 42 BCE and died there. 

Pe Josephus, Ant. 14.297ff. 

>” Josephus, Ant. 14.326, 327ff. 

>8 Josephus, J.W. 1.248-273; Ant. 14.330-369. 

7 Josephus, J.W. 1.270ff.; Ant. 14.366—369. He took his own life or attempted to do 
so and was later poisoned by a physician of Antigonus. Elsewhere, however, Josephus 
says that Phasael was killed by the Parthians (J.W. 1.484 [on this, see the commentary in 
Michel/Bauernfeind 1962, I: 421 n. 233]; 2.46; 5.162; Ant. 14.379; 17.257). In the work 
of Julius Africanus the information of Justus of Tiberias has been preserved, according 
to which Phasael fell in the battle against the Parthians; on this, see Kokkinos 1998, 159. 

°° Cf. Kokkinos 1998, 100 n. 58. 
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of Hyrcanus—in the fortress of Masada, which was regarded as uncon- 
querable, and fled via Nabataea and Egypt to Rome in 40 BCE. Octavian 
and Mark Antony received him in a friendly manner and helped him. At 
the recommendation of Antony the senate named Herod king, because he 
seemed to be the right man to represent the Roman interests in the Parthian 
War and to fight against Antigonus, who had been installed by the Parthi- 
ans.°! From now on a king of Judaea could only be appointed by Rome.” 

The Parthians had already laid waste to part of the land, and the popu- 
lation suffered even more during the three years of fighting between Herod 
and Antigonus. Because he had only inadequate support from Roman 
troops at the start, Herod initially focused on breaking the resistance of 
the “robbers” in Galilee, i.e., the adherents of Antigonus, who preferred to 
die rather than to become “slaves” under Herod.®? Herod and the Roman 
general Sossius, who was tasked with supporting him, finally took Jeru- 
salem in 37 CE after a three-month siege, exactly twenty-six years after 
it was conquered by Pompey, and it was only with difficulty that Herod 
was able to hinder excesses when the city was plundered by the Roman 
soldiers. Antigonus, mocked by Sossius as “Antigone,” was led in chains 
to Antioch and beheaded by Mark Antony at the wish of Herod.™ 


For his description of the rise and reign of Herod Josephus extensively uses 
in Jewish Antiquities the presentation of Nicolaus of Damascus, a close friend 
of the king and an eyewitness, as well as the memoirs of Herod, and yet 
also an anti-Herodian priestly source, which he allows to shape his judgment 
about the king more strongly, for he reasoned that Nicolaus, who lived at 
the court of the king, must have flattered Herod.® Nicolaus had brought up 


6! Josephus, Ant. 14.384ff.: Herod expected that the young Hasmonean Aristobulus, 
grandson of Hyrcanus II, would be named king. 

© Ror the accusation that Jesus declared himself to be king of the Jews, which was 
brought against him before Pilate, cf. Schwemer 2001c, 155, and sections 20.2.2 and 21.1.2. 

63 Josephus, J.W. 1.303-313; Ant. 14.413-430. Josephus presumably owes the more 
dramatic depiction of the destruction of the “robbers” in the caves of Arbela in Jewish 
Antiquities (14.429: Bavatov med SovAElas UMOUEVWV) to Nicolaus of Damascus (or the 
memoirs of Herod?), who stresses that the king himself was present and, despite the taunts 
that the last of the heroes hurled against him, offered him his hand and a free retreat. 

64 Josephus, J.W. 1.353; Ant. 14.465-488. For the mocking of Antigonus, cf. Hengel 
1984c, 50. For the execution of Antigonus, see J.W. 1.357; Ant. 14.489-491; Strabo (in 
Josephus, Ant. 5.9-10); Cassius Dio 49.22.3ff. (text in Stern 1976-1984, I: 359ff.): Ant- 
ony had Antigonus bound to a pole (Otavedc) and flogged—a punishment that no other 
king had to endure at the hands of the Romans—before he was killed. Similarly Plutarch, 
Ant. 36.4 (text in Stern 1976-1984, I: 568). On this, see sections 21.1.3 and 21.2 for the 
execution of Jesus as “king of the Jews.” 

o Josephus, Ant. 16.184; cf. 14.9; according to 15.174 Josephus also used the mem- 
oirs of Herod. 
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the children of Mark Antony and Cleopatra and presumably came to Herod 
shortly after the battle of Actium, the suicide of Antony and Cleopatra, and 
the dissolution of their court. He would not have spent so many years at the 
court and, finally, have collaborated in the regulation of Herod’s will if Herod 
had been only a primitive oriental despot. Stemming from a noble family of 
Damascus, Nicolaus was not simply a historian and diplomat of rank but the 
leading polymath of his time. In his philosophical views he followed Aristo- 
tle and also advocated his encyclopedic educational ideal. Herod studied the 
philosophers with him, but the king had a far greater interest in historiogra- 
phy.®® Nicolaus began his history of the world, in 144 books, in Jerusalem, 
and he also composed his portrayal of Augustus at the instigation of Herod. 
Josephus could draw on this history of the world until the unrests following 
the death of Herod in Palestine and the disputes surrounding his will.®’ The 
fact that this great scholar stayed for many years in Jerusalem also reveals 
the “Hellenization” of the upper class in the Jewish capital. He must have 
possessed an extensive library there. 


After the conquest of Jerusalem, Herod had forty-five members of the 
Sanhedrin and adherents of Antigonus from the rich Sadducean aristoc- 
racy killed and confiscated their assets.°* While the siege of Jerusalem 
was still going on, he had his wedding with Mariamne, the granddaugh- 
ter of Hyrcanus I and Aristobulus, in Samaria. This union with a Has- 
monean wife served to legitimate him dynastically and politically—as 
the timing of the wedding shortly before the conquering of Jerusalem 
betrays—and was probably sought after not only by Hyrcanus but also 
already by Antipater.” The marriage admittedly brought neither the 
hoped-for strengthening of the legal position of king nor the goodwill of 


°° Nicolaus of Damascus, FGrH 90, F 135 (in Stern 1976-1984, I: 248-50); on this, 
cf. Kokkinos 1998, 124. 

67 Ror Nicolaus, cf. in detail Wacholder 1962; Hengel 1996a, 60-63 and elsewhere; 
Hengel 1999b, 141ff. and elsewhere; see 460 index, s.v. “Nikolaus”; for the significance 
of Nicolaus as an eyewitness, cf. Millar 1993, 41: “in the modern historiography of the 
Roman Imperial system at this formative stage the contemporary evidence of Nicolaus has 
hardly played the role that it should.” 

68 Josephus, J.W. 1.358; Ant. 15.5-6. 

© Josephus, Ant. 14.300, 467; J.W. 1.344: he allowed the wedding to take place during 
the siege. Mariamne’s father was Alexander, the son of Aristobulus I. Her mother, Alex- 
andra, the daughter of Hyrcanus II, had promised Herod the girl when he was general in 
Galilee. The brother of Herod, Pheroas, later married the younger sister of Mariamne, but 
she died around 20 BCE; cf. Kokkinos 1998, 211; against Schalit 2001, 66, who argued that 
Herod married for love and saw the political motivations only on the side of Hyrcanus and 
of Marriamne’s mother, Alexandra. 
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the people,” for the rivalry and enmity between the new dynasty and the 
old dynasty—which could look back upon a history that had lasted for 
more than one hundred years and had sometimes been glorious—led 
to constant intrigues at the kingly court, at which the sister of Herod, 
Salome, had a special position of power. In the eyes of the Hasmoneans, 
Herod, as a former private person of Idumaean origin, remained—despite 
the conversion of his Idumaean grandfather to Judaism—a “half-Jew” 
and not of equal birth.’’ With this marriage Herod himself established 
the root of “his domestic misfortune,”’’”” for his jealousy and the resis- 
tance of the beautiful, proud woman—who did not forgive him for the 
murder of her brother and grandfather but rather openly accused him and 
whose hatred for the king must have been just as great as his passionate 
love for her—led to the execution of Mariamne in 29 BCE.” 

With a total of ten marriages and an ‘oriental’ harem, which included 
boys, Herod demonstrated his power and his wealth.” Initially he only 
had his sons whom he had begotten with Mariamne be raised in Rome, 
in preparation for the succession, but later he also did so for the sons of 
the Samaritan Malthace. In his family politics he relied on the dynastic 
strengthening through marriages to relatives among the descendants of 
Hyrcanus II and his family. In the case of his sister and daughters, he 


a Josephus, Ant. 20.248 (trans. L. H. Feldman, LCL, 521): “Herod married Aristobu- 
lus’ sister Mariamme, hoping to capture the goodwill of the people for himself, thanks to 
their recollection of Hyrcanus.” 

1! The mother of Herod was “Arabian,” i.e., Nabataean. His father belonged to the 
Idumaeans, who had been converted to Judaism for two generations. This means that from 
a legal perspective Herod was, like his father Antipater, a Jew. Cf. further Josephus, J. W. 
1.313; Ant. 14.430, 489; cf. J.W. 1.478. Antigonus already mocked Herod as a half-Jew 
(Josephus, Ant. 14.403); Josephus, who was proud of his own priestly and Hasmonean 
descent, shared this viewpoint; cf. Ant. 14.403; 17.192. By contast, vis-a-vis the Jewish and 
non-Jewish world of his time, Herod placed value on being regarded as a Jew. Nicolaus 
of Damascus reconstructed for him a family tree, which traced back his descent to Jewish 
ancestors in the Babylonian exile (Josephus, Ant. 14.9), which Josephus, as a priest, saw 
through, of course, as a lie. Cf. Hengel 1996a, 63; Kokkinos 1998, 101-2. In opposition 
to him, one appealed to Deut 17.15: “You are not permitted to put a foreigner, who is not 
your brother, over you.” Cf. m. Sotah 7.8 on Agrippa I; Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 447; and 
note 277 below. 

? Josephus, J.W. 1.431, 665: év 5&8 toicg XAT’ OlnxOV AtUY~OTATOS (presumably fol- 
lowing Nicolaus of Damascus). 

73 Josephus, Ant. 15.229ff. The specifiation given in J.W. 1.441-444 is corrected by 
Josephus in Ant. 15.87. 

74 Polygamy was permitted to the king according to Jewish law (cf. Josephus, J.W. 
1.477; m. Sanh. 2.4: he is permitted to have eighteen wives); it was rejected by the Essenes 
(CD IV 21; V 2-6; 11QT 57.17ff.). No other member of his family, however, had (simulta- 
neously) as many wives as Herod; on this, see Kokkinos 1998, 143ff., 211, 244-45. 
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placed value on marrying according to Jewish law.” He rejected suiters 
who were not willing to be circumcised.’”® The struggle of his sons for 
the succession, in a court full of hatred and intrigue, overshadows the last 
years of his reign. Against the advice of Nicolaus he had the two sons of the 
Hasmonean Mariamne strangled in Sebaste, after he, following years of 
mutual suspicions and reconciliations, thought he had found her guilty 
of conspiracy and of a plan to murder him.” His oldest son, Antipater, 
who was behind these intrigues and could not wait for the natural death of 
his father, died five days before the king. He was executed because he had 
wanted to poison his father.” 

At the beginning of his reign, the enmity and covetousness of Cleopa- 
tra caused Herod difficulties. In addition to the Decapolis and the Pal- 
estinian coastal strips, she would have liked to incorporate Judaea and 
Nabataea into her kingdom and thus reestablish the Ptolemaic kingdom of 
the third century BCE in Palestine, but Antony did not entirely yield to her 
wishes. Still, among other things, in 34 BCE she obtained a choice slice of 
Herod’s, the balsam plantations at Jericho, for which Herod had to pay the 
considerable sum of two hundred talents each year.” 

Since he came from a nonpriestly family, Herod could not unite the 
two highest offices in his person. In order to disempower the Hasmoneans 
and their retinue in the priesthood, he appointed Hananel (37-36 BCE) 
from Babylon—he was presumably of Zadokite descent—as high priest,®° 
which met with hefty opposition from his mother-in-law Alexandra*! and 
his wife, who asserted the hereditary claims of Mariamne’s brother to this 
office and conspired with Cleopatra. Herod presumably yielded to this 


™ Later this also remained the custom with the Herodian rulers; cf. Hengel/Schwemer 
1998, 120 n. 494 (ET = 1997, 71, 365 n. 376). 

7 Kokkinos 1998, 182ff., wrongly assumes a rejection of Syllaeus (Josephus, Ant. 
16.225) for political reasons. The religious reasons, which Josephus adduces, are displaced. 
But Josephus has no reason to do this in relation to his Gentile readers. The sister of Herod, 
Salome, could hope to be queen in Nabataea through this marriage. For the relationship 
between Jews and Nabataeans, see Hengel 2002, 193ff. 

™ Nicolaus (FGrH II, A 90, F 136; Stern 1976-1984, I: 251-52); Josephus, J.W. 
1.513-551; Ant. 16.300-394; Kokkinos 1998, 214-15; for Sebaste, see the subsequent 
discussion in the present section of this volume. 

78 Josephus, J.W. 1.661-664; Ant. 17.182-187; cf. Schalit 2001, 642; Kokkinos 1998, 
501 index, s.v. “Antipater IT.” 

™ Josephus, J.W. 1.360-362; Ant. 15.79, 95-96, 106-107. For the gifts of Antony to 
Cleopatra, cf. Schalit 2001, 772-81; see further Gabba 1999, 114: already for this reason 
Herod probably readily changed sides and crossed over to Octavian after the battle of 
Actium. 

8° Josephus, Ant. 15.22, 34, 39ff., 56. 

81 Herod then had Alexandra, daughter of Hyrcanus II, executed in 28 BCE. Josephus, 
Ant. 15.251. 
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pressure after a year as a political calculation, since he must have dis- 
cerned that such a radical, sudden change, as long as there was a legitimate 
candidate from the Hasmonean family, would produce more difficulties 
than benefits for him. He appointed Aristobulus, the brother of Mariamne, 
as high priest, but then had the young man, who was just seventeen years 
old, drowned in a feigned swimming accident, after his first public appear- 
ance at the festival of tabernacles had evoked enthusiastic acclamation 
from the people.* In the new occupation of the office, he again circum- 
vented the Palestinian priestly aristocracy and appointed Jesus, son of 
Phiabi, from Alexandria.*? Altogether Herod appointed seven high priests 
and later favored the rich clan of Boethus, who also came from Alexan- 
dria and was likewise presumably of Zadokite descent.** The first high 
priest from this family was Simon, son of Boethus, who became Herod’s 
father-in-law through Herod’s marriage to his daughter, the second Mari- 
amne.*° With this consciously anti-Hasmonean policy with respect to the 
occupation of the highest Jewish political-religious office, Herod broke 
with the hereditary succession and lifelong administration of the office, 
which, after the chaos of the Maccabean struggle for freedom, had become 
a matter of course also with the new family of the Hasmoneans.* The high 
priestly families themselves regarded every one of their members who had 
held office as high priest for life; hence the plural Goxtegeic in Josephus 
and in the Gospels and Acts. In the time that followed four rich families 
pushed through to the top and competed with one another.*’ However, the 
judicial murder of Hyrcanus II reveals how uncertain the situation was 
at the outset. Before Herod departed for Rhodes in 30 BCE, in order to 
pay his respects to Octavian*®* as the victor of Actium, he had Hyrcanus IIT 


8° Josephus, J.W. 1.437; Ant. 15.53-56. Cf. Kokkinos 1998, 212. Josephus uses Bastt- 
CeoOat for “drown.” On this and on John the Baptist, cf. section 9.3. 

83 Josephus, Ant. 15.322. On his dynasty, cf. notes 226 and 370 below. This Alexan- 
drian priestly family may have been connected with the Zadokite-Oniadic priesthood of the 
temple of Leontopolis, which was founded by Onias IV, who had fled to Egypt; see Schiirer 
1973-1987, I: 168; III: 47-48, 145-47. In that case Herod would have brought an opponent 
of the Hasmoneans as high priest to Jerusalem. 

84 All the brothers of the second Mariamne appear to have served as high priests; cf. 
Kokkinos 1998, 218. For the legendary wealth of this family, see Hengel 1996a, 25 and 
elsewhere; see the index in Hengel 1999b, 454, s.v. “Boéthos.” For the clan of Boethus, cf. 
notes 226 and 267 below. 

Se Josephus, Ant. 15.320-322; 17.78; 18.109; 19.297. According to Josephus, Simon 
obtained this office because Herod wanted to marry the beautiful daughter. 

86 Cf. Schalit 2001, 312. The controversy between Hyrcanus and Aristobulus and the 
removal of Hyrcanus by Antigonus constituted exceptions—analogously to the demise of 
the Oniads. 

87 Cf. note 226 below. 

88 He took the byname Augustus in 27 CE. 


58 Jesus and Judaism 


executed—he was accused of conspiring with the Nabataeans—at the age 
of seventy-one, for although Hyrcanus could no longer be considered for 
the high priestly office because of his mutilation, from the Jewish perspec- 
tive he was still legally entitled to the kingship.* 

Augustus, who had already supported the installation of Herod as cli- 
ent king, confirmed him after Actium as king of Judaea, strengthened his 
position in the following year, and gave Jericho back to Herod as well as 
the Hellenistic cities that had once been “liberated” by Pompey, namely 
Gadara, Hippos, Samaria, and the coastal cities Gaza, Anthedon, Joppa, 
and Straton’s Tower,’ which thus came under the rule of a Jewish king 
again, though one who valued Hellenistic civilization. 

Herod refounded Samaria under the name Sebaste, in honor of the 
emperor, with a predominantly Gentile population which he settled there, 
and in the course of time he lavishly fitted it out.?! From Sebaste and Cae- 
sarea he drew his most faithful troops alongside the soldiers from Cilicia 
and Asia Minor. Because he did not have to fear a rebellion among the 
population and among the soldiers in this non-Jewish city, he later had the 
sons of Mariamne executed there.” 

With his refounding of Straton’s Tower as Caesarea (Maritima) in 
22 BCE” he connected a magnificent harbor complex, one of the largest 
in all antiquity, secured by breakwaters, piers, and mighty light towers, 
which were dedicated to Drusus and Tiberius, the sons of Livia, the wife 
of Augustus.” In the center of the city he erected a temple of Augustus and 
Roma. As a whole the individual dedications in the building program to 


8° Josephus, J.W. 1.433434, 437; cf. Ant. 15.164. Josephus says that Hyrcanus was 
eighty-one years old at that time (Ant. 15.178), but his parents did not marry until 103 BCE, 
so he could only have been a bit older than seventy. 

a Josephus, J.W. 1.396; Ant. 15.217. Cf. the difficulties of Herod with the Gadarenes, 
who accused him before Augustus because of his “cruelty”; see Josephus, Ant. 15.351—358. 
It is for this reason that Augustus later took it away from Archelaus and placed it, as an 
important place of the Decapolis, under the governor of Syria (Ant. 17.320). 

*! Josephus, J.W. 1.403; Ant. 15.292-298. 

°? Cf. note 77 above. Josephus, J.W. 1.551; for the protest of the veteran soldier Tiro 
against the execution, which Tiro himself and other soldiers had to pay for with death, see 
Josephus, J.W. 1.544 ff., 550; Ant. 16.375ff. 

°3 The city was founded by the Phoenicians. It received its new name in honor of 
Augustus. The building of the harbor lasted twelve years; see Josephus, J.W. 1.408-415; 
Ant. 15.331—341. For the palace of Herod (which the prefects and procurators later used as 
a “praetorium’”), the temple of Augustus, the theater, the stadion, and the hippodrome, cf. 
Broshi 1999, 16-18; Netzer 2006, 94-118. 

i Josephus, J.W. 1.412; Ant. 15.336 mentions the Tower of Drusus as the largest. 
Pilate renovated the tower, dedicated to Tiberius, as can be inferred from the inscription, 
which was later installed secondarily in the theater. For the reconstruction of the inscrip- 
tion, see the convincing reading of Alféldy 1999, 106-7: 
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the family of the emperor are related to one another.” The secure harbor 
was meant to open his kingdom to world trade, to secure easy access for 
the festival pilgrims from the diaspora, and in this way to promote the 
land economically.”° In Caesarea Herod introduced quadrennial musical 
and athletic competitions according to the Greek model as well as gladia- 
torial games and animal spectacles according to the Roman model.”’ In its 
structure, his own palace also corresponded to the need for representation 
of a Roman-Hellenistic king.”* It was not surprising that the Roman pre- 
fects, later Agrippa I, and the procurators thereafter chose this city for their 
residence and lived in the former palace of Herod as “praetorium’”’ and 
not in the religiously strict Jerusalem, where too many legal restrictions 
had to be observed. Caesarea was predominantly settled by Hellenized 
Syrians,’ but it had a significant, self-confident Jewish minority, and the 
portion of Samaritans was also not small. It must have been a pleasure to 
live in this beautiful new city, but the Jewish population felt disadvantaged 


[NAUTI|S TIBERIEUM 
[- POJNTIUS PILATUS 
[PRAEF]ECTUS IUDAE[A]E 


Z 


[REF]E[CIT] 


For the sailors Pontius Pilate, 
the prefect of Judaea, 
rebuilt the Tiberieum. 


The inscription is unusually arranged because both the “beneficiaries” and the “object of 
the foundation” are named before the founding prefect. Pilate presumably wanted to dem- 
onstrate his loyalty to the emperor (idem, 106). Already under Herod the entire complex 
of the harbor and the city with their dedications expressed that “the security of the seafar- 
ing and the concomitant prosperity of the kingdom . . . was due the emperorship” (idem, 
102). On this, cf. the acclamation of the sailors from Alexandria in relation to Augustus 
(Suetonius, Aug. 98.2). 

°° On the colossal statue of Augustus, which was “not inferior to Olympian Zeus, 
which served for its model, and on another of Rome, rivalling that of Hera at Argos” (Jose- 
phus, J.W. 1.414, trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 197), see also Millar 1993, 355. 

°6 On the economic benefits, cf. Gabba 1999, 122-23. 

°” Josephus, Ant. 16.137—138; J.W. 1.415. 

°8 For the excavation reports, cf. A. Lichtenberger 1999, 122ff.; Netzer 2006, 106-12. 
Herod the Great presumably ‘commuted’ between Caesarea and Jerusalem to a greater 
extent than the later rulers in the land. 

°° Cf. Acts 23.35 (perhaps also Phil 1.13) for the imprisonment of Paul in the “prae- 
torium of Herod” in Caesarea. Cf. also Millar 1993, 69. The evangelist Philip chose the 
predominantly Gentile Caesarea as voluntary place of residence and presumably founded a 
community there. Peter converted the centurion Cornelius and his family there (Acts 8.40; 
10; 21.8). 

100 Josephus, J.W. 2.266, speaks of “Syrians,” though they probably referred to them- 
selves as “Greeks.” 
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from the beginning, for they were not granted the same citizenship rights 
as the “Greeks.” Their synagogue was located on a portion of land whose 
point of access was in Gentile possession, and the Jewish community was 
not able to expand the plot. This led to difficult conflicts, which, according 
to Josephus, sparked off the Jewish War in 66 CE.'°! Herod and later his 
sons Antipas and Philip were the first and in this time the only rulers in 
the East who came to the fore with the refounding of cities in the Greco- 
Roman style. The orientation to Rome and the imperial house is revealed 
by the names Caesarea, Sebaste, and later Autocratoris, Tiberias, Julias, 
and Caesarea Philippi.' 

In Jerusalem Herod built a theater, a stadium, and an amphitheater 
but—in contrast to the Hellenistic Jewish aristocrats at the time of Antio- 
chus IV, around 175 BCE—no gymnasium with ephebia.'” Herod’s build- 
ing program included the expansion of the Hasmonean fortresses and 
palaces and other new establishments. He reinforced the fortress in the 
northwest of the Jerusalem temple area and gave it the name Antonia, 
expanded the Hasmonean palaces in Jerusalem and Jericho, and restored 
fortresses such as Masada and Machaerus.'™ This building politics not 
only served his own security and glory and the urbanization of the land but 
also employed day laborers, landless farmers, and craftsmen for decades. 
Since these constructions of Herod began especially in the years after 
24 BCE, they could have been a reaction to the famine and the epidem- 
ics in 25-24 BCE, when the king had to buy grain in Egypt from his own 
resources in order to prevent the worst.'” Josephus describes numerous 
building projects of the king, including many outside his land. The latter 
were meant to strengthen his influence in the cities in the east of the king- 
dom.'” The archaeological discoveries confirm this information about the 


wv Josephus, J.W. 2.266—270, 284-292. In this context the rich Jews in Caesarea 
claimed that the city was theirs, for its founder was said to be a Jewish king (J.W. 2.266). 
On isopoliteia, cf. Kasher 1990, 260ff. Cf. also section 3.1.7 below. 

102 Cf. Millar 1993, 354-55; Horbury 1999, 157. 

103 Josephus, Ant. 15.267—279. Since these innovations also encountered resistance, 
he yielded to some extent and had the images of humans removed again. He appears to 
have forgone gymnasium and ephebia because of the events under the high priest Jason 
after 175 BCE, at the time of the Hellenistic reform. On this, cf. Hengel 1999b, 145. By 
contrast, Herod furnished the Gentile cities of Tripolis, Damascus, and Ptolemais with 
gymnasia (Josephus, J.W. 1.422). 

104 For the building program of Herod and the more recent archaeological excava- 
tions, see also Roller 1998; Netzer 1999; A. Lichtenberger 1999; Netzer 2006, passim. 

'°° Thus also Gabba 1999, 122 n. 135. Cf. Josephus, Ant. 15.299-316. 

106 Josephus, J.W. 1.401428; he notes especially cities in Syria, Asia Minor, and 
Greece, where many Jews lived (such as Cos, Rhodes, etc.). He also showed himself to be a 
benefactor of the “whole oikumene” as the sponsor of the Olympic Games (J.W. 1.426427). 
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incredible building extravagance of the king, which even surpassed the 
constructions of Augustus in Rome. 

At the southern border of Galilee, in the large plain, Herod founded 
the “city of horses” Gaba, where he settled veterans from his army.'” In 
23 BCE he received from Augustus the regions of Trachonitis, Batanaea, 
and Auranitis east of the Jordan, classic robber regions, which Herod 
secured also for the pilgrims from Babylon on their way to Jerusalem 
through the settlement of Jewish military settlers from Babylon in the Bata- 
naea.'®’ At the time of his visit in Syria in 20 BCE, Augustus also handed 
over to Herod the territory of Zenodorus: Ulatha and Paneas with their sur- 
rounding land. He evidently thought that the region between the Trachoni- 
tis and Galilee would be better held under control by the Jewish king—due 
to his own interest in maintaining tranquility in this region—than by the 
Roman legate in distant Antioch.'” 

This gain in land strengthened Herod’s position. He was the most 
important client king in the east of the Roman Empire. His wealth must 
have been immense. For a long time his family had possessed estates in 
Idumaea. His father, Antipater, had considerable resources at his disposal, 
and he increased them further as financial manager of Hyrcanus II. The 
confiscation of the assets and estates of his opponents after the conquer- 
ing of Jerusalem likewise brought in a fair amount,''® and he was able to 
increase his assets further through the ownership of the royal domains of 
the Hasmoneans and through the earnings of the copper mines in Cyprus 
and the taxes from Syrian cities.'!! In any case, he trusted that he could 
carry out his largest building project with his own resources!!*—the glori- 


107 Josephus, J. W. 3.36; Ant. 15.294; cf. Life 118-119, where he writes about the grain 
reserves of Queen Berenice, sister of Agrippa II, in the “villages” at Beth Shearim. 

me Josephus, Ant. 17.23-31. 

Josephus, J.W. 1.400; Ant. 15.359-360. For the conflict of Herod with the Naba- 
taeans in 12-9 BCE, who supported the bands of robbers in the Trachonitis (Josephus, Ant. 
16.271—299, 335-355), see Millar 1993, 40-41. The Romans did not intervene militarily 
themselves. Afterwards, Herod settled a colony of three thousand Idumaeans and Jewish 
cavalrymen from Babylon in the Trachonitis in order to secure the region. 

‘10 Even though the “gifts” of Herod to Mark Anthony at this time were considerable 
(Josephus, J.W. 1.358; Ant. 15.5, 75). 

"ll On this, see Schalit 2001, 257-62; Gabba 1999, 118-24. 

'2 Josephus, Ant. 15.380; 17.162. In later years the temple treasury was, to be sure, 
also drawn upon; cf. Josephus, Ant. 20.220. Donations and contributions such as the Gate 
of Nicanor by a rich Jew from Alexandria were famous. The restoration of the temple of 
(Hadad-)Zeus in Damascus was entirely financed from resources of the temple treasury 
and from donations (SEG 2 [1924], nr. 828; 829; 830; 832); on this, see Hengel/Schwemer 
1998, 99 (no equivalent in ET, i.e., 1997, 61). 
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ous renovation and expansion of the Jerusalem temple (20-19 BCE), which 
Herod, according to Josephus, announced to the people with a speech: 


I think I have, by the will of God, brought the Jewish nation to such a 
state of prosperity as it has never known before. . . . But since, by the 
will of God, I am now ruler and there continues to be a long period 
of peace and an abundance of wealth and great revenues, and—what 
is of most importance—the Romans, who are, so to speak, the mas- 
ters of the world, are (my) loyal friends, I will try to remedy the 
oversight caused by the necessity and subjection of that earlier time, 
and by this act of piety make full return to God for the gift of this 
kingdom.'" 


The building of the temple belonged from of old to the obligations of 
the king. By rededicating the inner sanctuary on the day of his corona- 
tion Herod acted like a Hellenistic monarch and underlined at the same 
time his legitimacy as successor to Solomon.''* When Herod mentions his 
reign, peace, and prosperity as presuppositions, he calls to mind among 
his people Solomon’s building of the temple and, at the same time, forges 
a connection to the Roman program of the Pax Augusta and to the “piety” 
of the princeps.'’ While a time of peace of not even two decades may 


‘13 Josephus, Ant. 15.383, 387 (trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 185, 187-88). Here too the 
source is probably Nicolaus of Damascus. 

‘4 Josephus, Ant. 15.421, 423: “The temple itself was built by the priests in a year and 
six months, and all the people were filled with joy and offered thanks to God, first of all for 
the speed (of the work) and next for the king’s zeal, and as they celebrated they acclaimed 
the restoration. . .. And it so happened that the day on which the work of the temple was 
completed coincided with that of the king’s accession, which they were accustomed to 
celebrate, and because of the double occasion the festival was a very glorious one indeed.” 
On this, see Horbury 1991, 113, who also notes that it is not by chance that Josephus has 
placed the prophecy of the Essene Menahem, who announced the kingly dignity of Herod, 
directly before the resolution of Herod for the reconstruction of the temple (Josephus, Ant. 
15.373-379). 

lS On the motif of peace, cf. the era of internal peace that begins with the princi- 
pate of Augustus (30/27 BCE), the “Pax Augusta,” which replaced the time of the civil 
wars. The Ara Pacis Augustae in Rome was then “praised” on the basis of the sen- 
ate resolution of July 4, 13 BCE; cf. Hocker 2002 (GV = 1996). For the connection 
of the Pax Augusta with Herodian Judaism, see Horbury 1999, 157: “There was first 
peace after the civilia bella also in Judaea under Herod—as in Rome .. . under the 
princeps. Further, a Herodian loyal to the king could claim that as Rome conquered 
the external enemies, above all the Parthians, so Herod conquered Parthians and Arabi- 
ans... . Finally, we must consider that just like Augustus, so also Herod in Judaea was a 
proponent of eusebeia, primarily as builder of temples for Augustus and Rome but also 
for the God of Israel.” Horbury shows how this program of Vergil is celebrated with 
allusion to Herod (palmae Idumaeae, cf. the discussion of “Idumaea” as a designation 
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appear short today, it was palpable for the subjects of Herod after the pre- 
ceding continuous unrests and civil wars ever since the time of Alexander 
Jannaeus, indeed ever since the time of the desecration of the temple by 
Antiochus IV, and to many it could appear as an unexpected gift from 
God.''® Herod demonstrated his victory over the enemies and the inaugu- 
rated time of peace by placing “barbarian” spoils and plundered weapons 
from the war with the Nabataeans around the temple building.''” His vic- 
tories were signs of divine help. Officially the whole renovation required 
only nine and a half years, while the actual temple building was already 
finished after one and a half years.'!* However, building continued on the 
huge pillar hall of the outer court (of the Gentiles), and this work was not 


for Palestine later in this section). Cf. further Horbury 1991, 103-49. For the positive 
impact of the Pax Romana, see Hengel 1999b, 140-41, 144. See also the encomium 
to Augustus in Philo, Legat. 144-145 (trans. F. H. Colson, LCL, 73), which praises 
his ending of the civil wars: “the whole human race exhausted by mutual slaughter 
was on the verge of utter destruction, had it not been for one man and leader Augustus 
whom men fitly call the averter of evil (GAe&ixaxov, cf. Homer, //. 10.20). This is the 
Caesar who calmed the torrential storms on every side, who healed the pestilences 
common to Greeks and barbarians, pestilences which descending from the south and 
the east coursed to the west and north sowing the seeds of calamity over the places and 
waters which lay between.” The names of the synagogues in Rome also demonstrate 
the loyal behavior and the thankfulness in relation to the rulers of the Augustan time. 
The Jewish inscriptions in the city (from the third and fourth century) mention most 
frequently—eight times—the synagogue of the Augustesians, which probably goes 
back to freedpersons of Augustus; see Noy 1995, 539-40, index; cf. the respective com- 
mentary. But the synagogue of the Agrippesians (after Marcus V. Agrippa, the friend 
and son-in-law of Augustus) is attested at least three times, as is the synagogue of the 
Vernaclesians (“the one born at the place”?) and the synagogue of the Volumnesiens 
(derived from Volumnius, the procurator of Syria in 8 BCE). 

‘16 This may apply at least for the urban population. Cf. Alexandra Salome: while she 
ruled only nine years, her reign remained a golden time of peace in Pharisaic-Rabbinic 
memory. On this, see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 231-32; Hengel 1984c. Cf. section 4.3.2 for 
her relationship to the Pharisees. 

"7 Josephus, Ant. 15.402: oxdra PaoPaoixd; in this year Augustus had regained 
the weapons and Roman standards from the Parthians; cf. Horbury 1991, 109: “it is likely 
that ‘barbarian spoils’ are meant to recall the Herodian Jewish contribution to this vaunted 
achievement of the Augustan peace.” At the same time, with his victory over the Arabians/ 
Nabataeans Herod had outdone the Hasmoneans. Cf. the ‘last words’ of Herod (Josephus, 
Ant. 17.162): “In the 125 years of their rule the Hasmoneans were not able to accomplish 
such a thing to the glory of God.” The placement of weapons in the Jerusalem temple corre- 
sponded to the Solomonian example. The Septuagint addition to 1 Kgs 14.26 mentions the 
golden spears that David had conquered and that were kept in the sanctuary; in Josephus, 
Ant. 8.259, they are golden shields made by Solomon and conquered golden quivers of 
David, which were taken by Shishak in the plundering of the temple. 

18 Cf. note 114 above. During this time it is said to have rained only at night (Jose- 
phus, Ant. 15.425; cf. Sifra, Behug 1.1; Wayiqra Rabbah 35.10; b. Ta‘an 23a). 
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completed until 62-64 CE, with some things remaining uncompleted, as 
shown by the excavations.'" 

In this building project Herod showed scrupulous concern for the Jew- 
ish purity regulations. Thus, only priests, who were correspondingly trained 
in a craft, worked in the innermost part of the temple, and the king avoided 
entering this area himself. The Greek warning inscriptions, which forbade 
non-Jews to enter the inner area of the temple with the threat of capital pun- 
ishment, are also signs of the king’s respect for the Torah with regard to the 
purity of the sanctuary.'”° The large substructures with which the plateau on 
the temple mount was expanded could also be completed by other workers. 
Among others, even craftsmen and architects from Greece and Rome were 
employed, both in the work on the outer court and in the construction of the 
city and palace.'?! Herod renovated the old, second temple and enlarged it, 
while also creating something new. The actual naos remained small. The 
priestly court, the court of the Israelites, and the court of the women did not 
take on colossal exterior measurements, but the court of the Gentiles was 
disproportionally expanded. Its outer dimensions were 315 meters in the 
north, 470 meters in the east, 280 meters in the south, and 488 meters in 
the west. The ideal dimensions of a square’”” could not be obtained on the 
site of the Temple Mount, but by means of mounds and supporting walls 
a large platform for the huge forecourt was obtained, which was intended 
for the crowds of pilgrims from Palestine and the diaspora at the major pil- 
grimage festivals. The forecourt thus became the “agora” of Jerusalem and 
was on its eastern side “the portico of Solomon,” the place of the preaching 
of Jesus and of the apostles.'?? The magnificent renovation of the Jerusa- 
lem sanctuary became a model for the renovation of the temple of Zeus in 
Damascus and of the temple of Bel in Palmyra, with the Jerusalem temple 
far surpassing the others, which were renovated shortly thereafter, in its 
outer dimensions due to the forecourts. It was thought to be the largest 


‘19 John 2.20 speaks of a building time of forty-six years, i.e., into the time of Jesus; 
Mark 13.1 praises the splendor of the building. Cf. further Bahat 1999; Netzer 2006, 
137-78. 

!20- The Romans abided by this rule in times of peace; see Josephus, J.W. 6.125-126. 
For the discovery of two inscription tablets, see Boffo 1994, 283-90 nr. 32. 

21 We know of a Jewish architect through his Aramaic ossuary inscription; see Beyer 
1984, 344: “Simon, the Temple Builder.” 

122 Cf, Ezek 40.47; 42.16-20; 45.2: a square plot of 500 x 500 cubits; the Temple 
Scroll from Qumran (36—38.11; 38.12—40.5; 40.5—45.6) specifies the outer extent of the 
inner court at 300 x 300 cubits, the middle court at 508 x 508 cubits, and the outer court 
at ca. 1640 x 1640 cubits; on this, see the German translation and commentary of J. Maier 
1978b, 25-49, 67-72, 99-102 = fig. 2 (p. 126) (=J. Maier 1997); cf. Steudel 2001, 70-71, 
74-91. 

!23 John 10.23; Acts 3.11; 5.12; see section 18.3. 
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single temple in all of antiquity.’ The Herodian temple made Jerusalem 


famous. It was praised by Pliny the Elder, and even the Baylonian Talmud 
still states: “Whoever has never seen the building of Herod has never seen 
a beautiful building in his life.”!*° 

Herod renovated the tomb of David in Jerusalem, which was traced 
back to a foundation by Solomon, and erected a tomb monument.!”° While 
this has been interpreted as an “atoning monument,” it was presumably 
built by Herod to honor the founder of the city, as a sort of Jewish heroon, 
which called to mind the old glorious past.'*7 The formidable enclosing 
wall that Herod erected in Hebron over the graves of the patriarchs in the 
Cave of Machpelah was also probably intended to make the pilgrimage 
there even more attractive to the pilgrims and attest the piety of the king. 
After all, Abraham and Isaac were the common ancestors of Esau/Edom 
and Jacob/Israel. Josephus mentions the tombs but does not indicate that 
the haram was erected by Herod, just as he says nothing about Herod’s 
building measures in the Abraham sanctuary in Mamre.'”8 

Like Hyrcanus I, Herod, as protector and benefactor, advocated for the 
Jews in the diaspora. The widely disseminated Jewish diaspora increased 


14 On this, ef. Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 98-99 (no equivalent in ET, i.e., 1997, 61); 
Adna 1999, 32-71 (the Egyptian-Hellenistic Caesarion as architectonic model for the tem- 
ple expansion); Netzer 2006, 275-76: the stoa basileia on the southside of the temple was 
built by Herod for the reception of guests and pilgrims. It was not used for the imperial cult. 

'25 b. Baba Batra 4a; b. Sukkah 51b. Cf. Mark 13.1: the disciples say to Jesus: iS¢ 
TOTATMOL ALBOL XAL TOTAAL Oinodouat. Luke loves the temple more than the other evan- 
gelists (on this, see also sections 3.1.7 and 6.4.3). He has his Gospel begin (1.18-23) and 
end (24.53) in the temple. His narrative of the birth and childhood of Jesus recounts the 
presentation of Jesus in the temple (2.22-38) and the stay of the twelve-year-old Jesus 
in the house of his “Father” (2.49) for instruction among the scribal teachers (2.42-49). 
While the person of the king in b. B. Bat. 3b is evaluated negatively, no shadow falls 
upon the temple, and the name of the king as builder is explicitly mentioned. On this, see 
Horbury 1991, 115-18. Cf. Pliny the Elder, Nat. 5.70 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 469): ... Hiero- 
solyma longe clarissima urbium Orientis non Iudaeae modo (Jerusalem, by far the most 
famous city of the East, not only of Judaea). 

267 ives of the Prophets 1.7; see Schwemer 1995/1996, I: 146-52. 

'27Ty Acts 2.29 Peter will not by chance recall to the memory of the festival pilgrims 
the tomb of David. For ihaotNetov vic, the atoning monument of Herod, see Josephus, 
Ant. 16.182—183: Herod is said to have atoned for his tomb sacrilege with this monument. 
Nicolaus of Damascus did not mention this incident. According to Liv. Pro. 23.1—2, the 
blood guilt for the murder of the prophet Zechariah, the son of Jehoiada (2 Chr 24.20-21), 
continued to lie unatoned upon the house of David. Therefore, signs announce the end 
of the temple cult. Cf. Schwemer 1995/1996, II: 283-321. Mittmann-Richert 2000, 162, 
167-68, therefore connects the mention of the atoning monument in Josephus with the 
murder of Zechariah, the son of Jehoiada. 

128 Josephus, J.W. 4.531 ff.: navu xaAt|¢ LAQUGOOV xa roti cioyaopéva. Cf. 
Keel/Kiichler/Uehlinger 1982, 688-91, 701-2. 
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his unique importance in the entire Roman Empire, but especially in 
the eastern provinces and in Rome itself. Josephus reports about this in the 
context of Herod’s journey with Agrippa to Asia Minor and Greece, after 
Agrippa had previously visited Jerusalem and made an offering in the tem- 
ple.'”? In his commission in Ionia, Nicolaus of Damascus delivered a long 
speech before Agrippa in support of the Jews there, in which he praised 
the benefits of the Roman rule of the world and the loyalty of the Jews in 
Palestine and in the diaspora, but not least also the loyalty of the king and 
of his father Antipater.'°° The buildings of Herod in Gentile cities contrib- 
uted not only to the honor of the imperial house but also to the reputation 
of the Jewish minorities in the diaspora and their patron in Jerusalem, for 
example the theater in Damascus and the grand boulevard in Antioch on 
the Orontes. The fame of Herod as euergetes was probably intended to 
benefit the especially numerous Jewish inhabitants here, who had such a 
“philanthropic” leader.'*! 

It was not only with his building politics that the king brought a “blos- 
soming of Hellenism”'” in Roman guise for his land. In his court lived, in 
addition to Nicolaus of Damascus, other intellectuals with a Greek educa- 
tion. The promotion of scholarship and art made an impact through the 
long reign of the king upon the knowledge of the Greek language and 
the education of the upper and middle classes; reached—as shown by the 
numerous Greek (and some Latin) ossuary inscriptions'**’—broader strata 


ae Josephus, Ant. 16.12ff.,55 in 15 BCE; cf., by contrast, the affirmation of Augustus, 
when his grandson Caesar Caius, the son of Agrippa, demonstrated his reverence neither 
to the Apis in Egypt nor to the Jerusalem temple (Suetonius, Aug. 93; in Stern 1976-1984, 
II: 110-11). 

ss Josephus, Ant. 16.27-61; 16.27—28 (trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 219): “It was also at 
this time, when they were in Ionia, that a great multitude of Jews, who lived in its cities, 
took advantage of their opportunity to speak out freely, and came to them and told them 
of the mistreatment which they had suffered in not being allowed to observe their own laws 
and in being forced to appear in court on their holy days because of the inconsiderateness 
of the examining judges. And they told how they had been deprived of the monies sent 
as offerings to Jerusalem and of being forced to participate in military service and civic 
duties and to spend their sacred monies for these things, although they had been exempted 
from these duties because the Romans had always permitted them to live in accordance 
with their own laws.” On this, cf. Schalit 2001, 426ff.; here Josephus quotes verbatim the 
presentation of Nicolaus with some of his own additions; cf. Pucci Ben Zeev 1998 390-91. 
On Hyrcanus II, cf. the previous discussion in this section. 

'51 Cf, Horbury 1991, 120-21, 135. 

'32 Ror the high point of the Hellenistic influence under Herod, see Hengel 1996a, 
1-90 (63). 

'33 Ty and around Jerusalem about 40 percent of these inscriptions are composed in 
Greek. The inscriptions primarily come from the time between Herod I and the destruction 
of the Jerusalem temple in 70 CE. 
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of the population; and provided an additional incentive for the return of 
diaspora Jews. The Theodotus synagogue in Jerusalem, which was built 
in or soon after his reign, owes its founding to a priest who returned from 
Roman ‘exile,’ was completed by his grandson (?) Theodotus, son of 
Vettenus, and served the study of the law and, additionally, as a place 
of lodging for pilgrims.'** Jerusalem became attractive to diaspora Jews. 
They came, like Hillel, from Mesopotamia and yet also from the Greek- 
speaking West. The pilgrimages also brought considerable prosperity to 
Jerusalem, which can be seen, for example, in the private buildings from 
the Herodian period. This affected large portions of the urban population, 
which tended to be more peaceful and pro-Roman than the simple popula- 
tion of the land, which had to bear a high burden of taxes and duties. 

The Hellenistic-Roman character of Jerusalem during the long reign 
of the king did not only reach the upper class but extended also to the 
broader strata of the population. If the Romans had more strongly sup- 
ported this upper class and, especially after the death of Agrippa I (in 
spring 44 CE), had let the Herodian dynasty in Jerusalem and in the Jew- 
ish heartland come to power instead of increasingly entrusting the politi- 
cal leadership to procurators who were insensitive to the Jewish religious 
sensibilities, then the First Jewish War, in which members of the upper 
class, such as Annas II and Josephus,'*° also joined the revolt in an act 
of “national despair,’ would hardly have occurred. The radical Zealots 
would not have been able to prevail in their fight for freedom, which was 
proclaimed according to the model of the Maccabees. Jerusalem would 
not have been destroyed, and under the rule of Herodian client kings, who 
were descended from the Hasmoneans on their mother’s side, the benefits 
of the Pax Romana could also have persuaded the “pious.”'*° A Jewish- 
Hellenistic culture, one that was entirely its own, would have developed, 
and perhaps a more liberal, “reformed” Judaism would have become a 
world religion'*’ and not the eschatological and messianic movement of 
the Christians. 

Josephus, who was born in Jerusalem, is known to us as an advocate 
of the Jewish priestly aristocracy, which was educated in Hebrew and Greek. 


'34 CT 2.1404. Cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 425; Kloppenborg Verbin 2000, 243-80 
(lit); Hengel 1996a, 171-95; 1999b, 437 (index: CIJ 2.1404); Hengel 2002, 34, 61. The 
patronymic “Vettenus” suggests a freedman of the gens Vettia. For the inscription, see also 
Boffo 1994, 274-82 nr. 31. This synagogue is presumably identical with the synagogue of 
the “Freedmen” in Acts 6.9. For the plurality of synagogues in Jerusalem, see Acts 24.12. 

T2 Ohi this, see his commentary in Ant. 20.257; on this, see section 3.1.7. 

'36 On this, see Hengel 1996a, 63, and the discussion at the beginning of this section. 

'37 Philo of Alexandria hopes for this. See Mos. 2.41-44; Praem. 152. 
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Paul comes from the diaspora and is a representative of the middle class, 
who received his Pharisaic-scribal scriptural education in Jerusalem.'** 
Herod led Palestine to economic and cultural blossoming. In the later 
time period, he was no longer drawn into larger military conflicts.’ The 
last Roman civil war between Mark Antony and Octavian bypassed his 
land. His own large assets are documented in his will. Twice he granted 
a remission of taxes. In his coinage he refrained from using pictorial rep- 
resentations'“° of humans and animals out of consideration for the Jewish 
prohibition of images.'*' However, he was and remained hated by large 
portions of his people. It was probably for this reason that he had the 
Jewish population spied upon, in order to nip disturbances in the bud.'” 
The perfidious murder of the young high priest Aristobulus, the last of the 
Hasmonean family, could not be forgotten, nor could the killing of his 
Hasmonean wife Mariamne and of his sons born from her as well as the 
numerous other political murders that he—in this respect a true orien- 
tal despot—committed in the interest of preserving his power.'*’ He let 
burglars—against Jewish law—be sold as slaves into foreign lands as a 
punishment, which gave them no prospect of manumission after seven 
years. This had a more severe effect upon the lower classes.'“* He gave 
confiscated estates to his favorites. The large estate economy that he pro- 
moted caused independent small farmers to sink to the status of dispos- 
sessed tenants—the Israelite ideal was, by contrast, the small farmer.'* 


'38 On this, see Hengel 1991a (GV = 1991b; 2002, 68-184). 

'39 Ror his conflicts with the Nabataeans he drew on himself the wrath of Augustus, 
but Nicolaus mediated (Nicolaus, FGrH II, A 90, F 136; text and commentary in Stern 
1976-1984, I: 250, 255-56; Josephus, Ant. 16.271 ff., 286-299). 

149 Tosephus, Ant. 15.365; 16.64. 

‘41 A telling exception is the “Tyrian shekel,” the currency in the Jerusalem temple 
with which the temple tax (cf. Matt 17.24) also had to be paid. This coin, which was minted 
in Tyre, bore the head of Melgart-Heracles on one side and the Ptolemaic eagle on the other 
side. On this, see Mildenberg 1998, 171-72: “the typical tetradrachma and didrachma con- 
stituted the only stable, available, and neutral large silver currency because the Seleucid 
and Roman overlords only granted the Hasmoneans and Herodians the right to mint bronze 
secondary coins... . Prior to the Jewish War, the economic laws were what counted, and 
one was far removed from ideological scruples. With the beginning of the war, however, 
there was a turnabout: it was of decisive importance for the insurrectionists that they cre- 
ated their own silver money.” For the coins of the revolt, see section 3.1.7. 

'42 Yosephus, J.W. 1.570, 573; Ant. 15.285-289, 366-367. 

hat | osephus, Ant. 15.9—10 (a quotation from Strabo). 

ro Josephus, Ant. 16.1—5. Cf. Schalit 2001, 231-51, who assumes that Herod did not 
merely take action against simple thieves, but also proceeded in this way against rebellious 
robbers. 

'45 Cf. Hengel 1989c, 323-24 (GV = 1976c, 329-30). For the large estate economy in 
the parables of Jesus, see section 18.4. 
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The pagan temples, which he had built primarily in non-Jewish regions in 
honor of Augustus, stood in opposition to the Jewish laws. His excuse that 
he had to do this to honor the emperor and because of the good relation- 
ship to Rome was not accepted,'*° although this very thing corresponded 
to the reality and to his position as a Roman client king, for a rex socius 
et amicus populi Romani was entirely dependent on Rome—and in this 
time that meant on the personal goodwill of the emperor. His entire reign 
was a constant balancing act between the Roman power and the Jewish 
population, which was largely hostile to him. He had disempowered the 
Sadducean nobility at the very beginning of his reign, and his relationship 
to the Pharisees was shaky. At first he relied on them and promoted them, 
but when he had solidified his position around 20/19 BCE and had, after 
the visit of the emperor, required his subjects to swear an oath of loyalty 
to himself and to Augustus, the scholars Pollion and Sameas, as well as 
other Pharisees, refused to do so. Out of consideration for these schol- 
ars he did not punish their refusal of the oath,'*’ nor that of the Essenes, 
whom Herod appears to have always treated with respect.'** By contrast, 
according to the presentation that Josephus takes over from Nicolaus of 
Damascus about this same event, Herod imposed a penalty, which, to the 
great irritation of Herod, his sister-in-law, the wife of Pheroas, paid for six 
thousand Pharisees.'*” Even the episode of the eagle in the temple is pre- 
sumably connected with the increasing Pharisaic opposition to the king. 
Shortly before Herod, who was suffering from cancer, died, two Jerusalem 
scholars thought that it was an opportune time to tear down the unlawful 
golden eagle with which Herod had adorned the temple building. When 
forty students complied with the exhortation, they were seized, and the 
king had them burnt alive, after they had defiantly hurled against him at 
the trial as a confession: 


We believe that it is less important to observe your decrees than the laws 
that Moses wrote as God prompted and taught him, and left behind. And 
with pleasure we shall endure death or whatever punishment you may 


146 Josephus, Ant. 15.328ff. 

'47 Josephus, Ant. 15.370-371. Here Josephus uses a source that is hostile to Herod. 

'48 The Essene Menahem is said to have prophesied the future rule as a schoolchild 
and after this accession to power to have specified the length of his reign with twenty, 
indeed with more than thirty years. “From then on Herod held all Essenes in honor” (Jose- 
phus, Ant. 15.373-378)—this is probably scarcely an indication of their political influence 
upon Herod. His positive attitude toward the Essenes is more likely connected with the fact 
that he regarded them as politically unthreatening and that they were the opponents of the 
ruling priestly aristocracy and of the Pharisees. 

'% Josephus, Ant. 17.42. Cf. chapter 4 for a more detailed discussion of this problem. 
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inflict on us because we shall be conscious that death walks with us not 
because of any wrongdoing on our part but because of our devotion to 
piety.'°° 


The last years of Herod fell under an unlucky star and not only 
because of the fight for the succession. The “zealous ones,” whom Jose- 
phus lets speak here, announce the emergence of the zealot “fourth party” 
of Judas the Galilean.'°' But the riots that broke out immediately after 
Herod’s death show the skill and political responsibility with which he, 
despite all personal cruelty and capriciousness, helped his land to peace 
and relative prosperity under Roman overlordship, i.e., after about one 
hundred years of constant wars and after the decade-long civil war. The 
upper class that rose with the help of Herod—especially the new high 
priestly families — profited from this to a greater extent, of course, than the 
lower class, which complained that he compelled them to constant forced 
labor.'°? The judgment of Joseph Klausner—“the Maccabbeans built up 
a Jewish Palestine: The Herodian kings destroyed it”'**’—is understand- 
able in the mouth of a fervent Zionist at the beginning of the twentieth 
century, who had to defend the Hasmoneans against widespread criticism 
in the scholarship of that time, which sometimes had an anti-Jewish slant, 
but it is scarcely tenable in a neutral consideration of the events in the 
time of the Herodian and Hasmonean rule. The Hasmonean rule led to 
fraternal strife, civil war, and the intervention of Rome, whereas Herod 
brought peace that lasted for more than thirty years. Therefore, Abraham 
Schalit opposed Klausner’s dictum with good reasons.'™ In the defense of 
his constantly threatened power Herod was not more cruel than Alexander 
Jannaeus, and on his path to rule he did not proceed against his opponents 
in a different way than, say, Augustus.'°° To be sure, he ruled his land with 
an iron fist, and the court intrigues in the struggle for the succession and 


!50 Josephus, Ant. 17.149-159 (159; trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 445); cf. J. W. 1.648-653. 

'S| Ror the martyrs of the Maccabean period and their love for the law, cf. the excursus 
at the end of section 4.4. For the “zeal” of the zealot martyrs, see Hengel 1989c, 59-76, 
146-228 (GV = 1976c, 61-79, 154-234). See further chapter 4 below. 

'52 Josephus, Ant. 15.366: émtattmv 8’ del yivecOon mOd¢ TOC NOVOLC. 

'S3 Kjausner 1945, 135; cf. the even more personally reproachful statement against 
Herod on p. 137: “But all that the Maccabeans built up was destroyed by the Romans and 
by Herod ‘the Great,’ who, by the help of the Romans, sat on the throne of Judaea.” 

'54 Schalit 2001, xxv—xxvi (preface). 

'S5 Unlike Alexander Jannaeus, Herod, according to our sources (which may leave 
much unsaid), did not allow anyone to suffer long torments on the cross in executions. He 
may have consciously distanced himself from the Hasmoneans in this way. Augustus is 
said to have had three hundred senators and equestrians slaughtered at the altar of Caesar 
like sacrificial animals (Suetonius, Aug. 14). 
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the execution of three of his sons, especially of the two sons of the Hasmo- 
nean Mariamne, could have led to the legend of the murder of the children 
in Bethlehem.'*° On the whole Herod was presumably more popular and 
well-liked in the diaspora. This is shown by the torches that the Roman 
Jews set up on the “day of Herod.”'*’ Nevertheless, after his death, the 
Jewish population in Rome supported the demands of the emissaries of the 
people for direct rule by Rome and the removal of the sons of Herod (see 
below, with note 165). 

None of his predecessors or successors so easily challenges Herod for 
the appellation “the Great” — Agrippa I and Agrippa II then adopted it as 
a title. This applies to his politics of peace, which in the situation of that 
time could be reached only with the Romans and not outwardly with the 
Parthians or inwardly with those who were zealous for the law, and espe- 
cially to his building of the temple, which, in contrast to his person, always 
remained in good memory.'*® For the judgment of pagan contemporaries 
about Herod I, the wordplay of Augustus handed down in Macrobius—that 
it is better to be the pig (Wc) than the son (vidc) of Herod—is usually 
quoted as a sign of his cruelty.'°’ Aside from Nicolaus of Damascus, only a 
few witnesses about Herod have been preserved from non-Jewish, Roman 
and Greek authors.'® Therefore, one should not ignore the role that “Idu- 
maea” has as a designation for Palestine in Roman literature. It can also be 
understood with reference to the high estimation of the oriental barbarian 
ruler in the Hellenistic style from the Roman perspective.'® 


'56 Matthew 2.16-18. The report that Herod had numerous noble Jews kept in the 
stadium in Jericho, who were to be murdered at his death, so that the whole land would 
grieve, may be an exaggerated, half-legendary report (Josephus, J.W. 1.659-660, 666; Ant. 
17.180-181, 193). 

'S’ Persius, Sat. 5.179-184 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 436-37). For the problem of whether 
the custom refers simply to the Sabbath or to Herod or his descendants, see Horbury 1991. 

'58 For the appraisal of Herod, cf. Schalit 2001, xxv—xxvi; cf. also D. R. Schwartz’s 
preface to the second edition of this work, vi—xix; Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 294ff.; Hengel 
1996a, 55-63. 

'°? Macrobius, Saturn. 2.4.11 (Stern 1976-1984, II: 665-66). 

160 Cf. Pliny the Elder, Nat. 5.70 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 469; quoted above in note 125). 
Against his usual tendency, which is influenced by Nicolaus of Damascus, Josephus, Ant. 
16.150—159, enters into critical dialogue with the predominantly positive image that “oth- 
ers” made of Herod. His ambivalent nature is said to have been Oneimdyg (i.e., beastly, 
i.e., tyrannical), his benefactions are said to have arisen, in truth, from his thirst for fame, 
but the Jewish people love what is right (tO dixatov) and not fame (SdEav). With this he 
expresses his own opinion. 

'6l Cf. Vergil, Georg. 3.12ff. (Stern 1976-1984, I: 316-17). On this, see Horbury 
1991; see further the aftereffect in Lucan, Pharsalia 216 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 438-40); 
Valerius Flaccus, Argonautica 1.12 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 504); Silius Italicus, Punica 3.600 
(Stern 1976-1984, I: 507); Statius, Silvae 1.6.13; 3.2.138; 5.2.139 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 


72 Jesus and Judaism 


Herod died shortly before the Passover festival in 4 BCE after a 
thirty-three-year reign in the land. In his definitive final will, which was 
also read right after his death, he appointed Archelaus, the son of the 
Samaritan Malthace, as king over Judaea, Idumaea, and Samaria. His 
full brother Antipas received Galilee and Peraea, and their half-brother 
Philip obtained the predominantly Gentile regions of Gaulanitis, Tra- 
chonitis, and Batanaea. Herod’s sister Salome received the coastal cities 
of Jamnia, Ashdod, and Phasaelis, and Herod bequeathed great sums to 
Augustus.'® The people immediately presented demands to Archelaus for 
a remission of taxes and the release of prisoners, and Archelaus gave in 
to these requests.'** However, a bloodbath occurred at the Passover fes- 
tival, for Archelaus had a great number of demonstrators, with the aid of 
his entire army, including the cavalry, killed in the temple area.'® We are 
dealing here with an aftermath of the eagle episode, for as a quid pro quo 
the members and friends of the people executed by Herod first demanded 
that Archelaus punish those honored by Herod, a demand that Archelaus 
was not, of course, willing to grant. At the Passover festival the protest 
became much more intense due to the number of festival pilgrims. Arche- 
laus therefore feared an insurrection and brutally proceeded against the 
pilgrims in the forecourt. 

The will, however, first had to be confirmed and put into effect by 
the emperor. Archelaus therefore traveled to Rome, supported by Herod’s 
friend Nicolaus of Damascus, who now became his advisor. At the same 
time or a little later, his brothers, Antipas and Philip, as well as Salome 
and other relatives, also went to Rome. A delegation of fifty men who 
represented the interests of the people followed later. They presented com- 
plaints against the rule of Herod and Archelaus and were supported by 
eight thousand Jewish inhabitants of Rome.'® They had traveled to Rome 
with the permission of Varus, who was the governor of Syria at that time, 
and thought that it would be a better solution to the political problems 
if they were placed under the direct rule of Rome, as the delegation to 
Pompey (64 BCE) in Damascus had already advocated earlier. In their 
view, the unrest following the death of Herod and the murder of so many 
innocent people by Archelaus demonstrated the inability of these “tyrants” 
to bring peace to the land: 


516-20); Martial, Epigr 2.2.5; 10.50.1 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 523, 527); Juvenal, Sat. 8.160 
(Stern 1976-1984, II: 102); Aelian, Nat. an. 6.17 (Stern 1976-1984, II: 408-9). 

162 Josephus, J.W. 1.668-669; Ant. 17.188-192. Salome bequeathed her territory to 
Livia. 

163 Josephus, J.W. 2.4; Ant. 17.204-205. 

164 Josephus, J.W. 2.5—-13, 30; Ant. 17.213-218. 

165 Josephus, J.W. 2.80-92; Ant. 17.300-301, 304-314. 
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They implored the Romans to take pity on the relics of Judaea and not to 
fling what remained of it to those who were savagely rending it in pieces, 
but to unite their country to Syria and to entrust the administration to 
governors from among themselves. The Jews would then show that, 
calumniated though they now were as factious and always at war, they 
knew how to obey equitable rulers.’ 


Thus, there was still a strong national, anti-Herodian party in Palestine, 
which favored a high priestly leadership under a Roman governor and which 
was supported by many Jews in Rome. The Roman Jews showed through 
this their especially close connection with Judaea, which went back to those 
who had once been deported by Pompey. Presumably the Jewish delegation 
spoke for the Sadducean priestly aristocracy and the majority of the Phari- 
sees. Augustus heard all the parties and ultimately confirmed Herod’s will 
with some changes. Archelaus was not named king and had to relinquish 
the Hellenistic cities of Gaza, Gadara, and Hippos, which were added to the 
province of Syria. Antipas and Philip received the title of tetrarch.'© 
While these proceedings took place in Rome, further disturbances 
broke out in Palestine.'® In Jerusalem crowds of pilgrims at the festi- 
val of weeks protested against the seizing of Herod’s assets by Sabinus, 
the financial administrator (€mttQom0c = procurator) of the province of 
Syria, and especially against his attack on the temple, when he wanted 
to force his way into the temple treasury with military force.'® Thus, 
in only fifty days the temple was profaned for a second time, for on 
Passover Archelaus had, after all, caused a bloodbath among the fes- 
tival pilgrims (see above with note 164). In defense of the temple the 
armed pilgrims shut in Sabinus with his legions in Jerusalem. In Galilee 
Judas, the son of the “robber captain” Hezekiah, broke into the royal 
palace in Sepphoris, plundered the arsenal of weapons, and armed his 
followers. In Jewish War Josephus says that Judas attacked all those who 
strove after the rulership. In Jewish Antiquities he follows Nicolaus of 
Damascus: it is said that Judas himself sought the kingship.'’”° In Peraea, 


166 Josephus, J. W. 2.90-92 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 357). 

'67 Josephus, J.W. 2.93-100; Ant. 17.317-323. Luke 3.1, 19; 9.7 = Matt 14.1; cf. Acts 
12.1 and note 81 in chapter 9. Gadara and Hippos became cofounders of the Decapolis; see 
A. Lichtenberger 2003, 6-20, 27-28, 83-84. 

168 Josephus, J.W. 2.55-79; Ant. 17.250-298. 

16° Josephus, J. W. 2.49-50 (the soldiers robbed four hundred talents); Ant. 17.261-264 
(a great portion of the temple treasure was stolen by soldiers; Sabinus openly seized only 
four hundred talents). 

Josephus, J.W. 2.56; Ant. 17.272. 
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Simon, a “slave” (SotdAoc)'”! of Herod, put the diadem on his head and 
with his followers destroyed the royal palaces in Jericho and Ammatha. 
Gratus, the commander of the Herodian troops, was able to conquer and 
behead Simon with the help of Roman reinforcements.'” Athronges, a 
former shepherd like David of old, is said to have been distinguished, 
like Simon, already by his notable size and strength and likewise to have 
made a claim to the kingship. Together with his four brothers he made 
Judaea unsafe. They engaged in battles with the royal and Roman troops. 
At Emmaus they were able to ambush a Roman centurion and his sup- 
ply convoy. It took a fairly long time before these revolutionaries, some 
of whom were presumably political messianic pretenders, were con- 
quered.'’* Josephus states: 


And so Judaea was filled with brigandage. Anyone might make himself 
king as the head of a band of rebels whom he fell in with, and then would 
press on to the destruction of the community.'” 


Varus suppressed the revolts by moving into the land with three legions 
and additional auxiliary troops from Ptolemais as well as those of the 
Nabataean king Aretas IV. He burned down Sepphoris in Galilee and sold 
the inhabitants into slavery, and proceeded in the same way with Emmaus. 
Jerusalem was spared, for the inhabitants received Varus and credibly 
assured him that they had been besieged by the insurrectionists together 
with the Romans. Varus had two thousand of the chief culprits crucified 
in the vicinity of Jerusalem and sent the “ringleaders” to Rome to be sen- 
tenced by the emperor.'”° 

The revolt had been sparked off by the two desecrations of the temple. 
The unrests primarily took place in the country. Jerusalem was drawn in 
through the armed festival pilgrims, for the urban population remained 
relatively peaceable. In the open land the insurgents proceeded against the 
Hellenistic-Roman luxury constructions of Herod for religious reasons, 
for in their view these buildings contravened the law. The prevailing social 


71 This need not necessarily mean “king” but could also designate an officeholder of 
Herod in Peraea; see Kokkinos 1998, 227 n. 79. 

"72 Josephus, Ant. 17.273-277. 

1 Josephus, J.W. 2.63ff.; Ant. 17.278—284. The messianic claims are contested but 
unmistakable; cf. Hengel 1989c, 327ff. (GV = 1976c, 334ff.). 

ro Josephus, Ant. 17.285 (trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 305; cf. J.W. 2.65). Josephus pre- 
sumably takes this passage and the terminology from Nicolaus of Damascus; see Hengel 
1989c, 41 (GV = 1976c, 42). 

se Josephus, J.W. 2.73; Ant. 17.293. For the military specifications, cf. Millar 1993, 
41-42. The numbers may—as often with Josephus—be exaggerated. 
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tension can be seen especially in the fact that the poorer classes attached 
themselves to the self-appointed messianic pretenders. Their emergence, 
in turn, reveals the excessive excitement of the messianic near expecta- 
tion, a legacy of the Maccabean period. At the same time, these pretenders 
did not pursue a unified concept, neither religiously nor strategically.'”° 
Rather, we are dealing here with an emotional reaction of the common 
people of the land to the severe rule of Herod and to the abuses of Arche- 
laus and the Romans. The disturbances had social and religious causes, 
which can hardly be separated in the Judaea of the first century BCE and 
CE. The economic situation of the simple population in Syria and Egypt 
was probably more difficult than in Judaea, but we do not hear of compa- 
rable disturbances there. 


3.1.2 The Sons of Herod 


Little is known about the reign of Archelaus (4 BCE-6 CE), since the main 
source of Josephus, Nicolaus of Damascus, breaks off with him. Immedi- 
ately after his return from Rome as ethnarch, he got even with his opponents 
and the insurrectionists.'”’ The parable of the talents in the Lukan version 
presumably alludes to Archelaus. The nobleman who goes out of the land 
in order to obtain the kingship, after whom the citizens send a delegation 
demanding that he should not be king, and who exercises bloody revenge 
after his return, corresponds best with Archelaus in its concrete details. It 
shows how well Luke was informed about the details of Jewish history in 
Palestine.'’® The ethnarch accused the high priest Joazar, son of Boethus, 
with conspiracy, removed him, and appointed first Eleazar, of the family of 
Boethus, as high priest and then Jesus, son of Sethi, who was presumably 
a brother of Annas.'” He minted his own coins under the dynastic name 
Herod. This explains why his brother Antipas and his nephew Agrippa I 
likewise obtained the popular name Herod in the New Testament. He 
rebuilt the winter palace in Jericho, which had been destroyed by Simon, 
and founded Archeleis to the north of it. Due to his mismanagement and 
cruelty, he was already deposed by Augustus after more than nine years and 
banished to Vienna in Gaul when a delegation from Judaea and a delegation 
from Samaria brought an action against him before the emperor.'*° 


176 Hengel 1989c, 328-30 (GV = 1976c, 335-36). 

'77 Josephus, J.W. 2.64, 111; cf. Ant. 17.339, 342. 

87 uke 19.12-27. The negative evaluation of Archelaus appears also in Matt 2.22. 

'79 Josephus, Ant. 17.339, 341; cf. 20.249, 251; on this, see Kokkinos 1998, 226 n. 78. 

ee Josephus, J.W. 2.111ff.; Ant. 17.342-348; in Life 5 Josephus mentions the tenth 
year of the reign of Archelaus. It appears telling that Archelaus named his only refounding 
after himself and not, as his brothers did, in honor of the emperor. 
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In Josephus we learn little about Philip'*'—who ruled over the area 
of Trachonitis, Auranitis, Batanaea, and Paneas to the east of the Jordan 
and of the sea of Gennesaret, which was predominantly inhabited by 
non-Jews—but what we do learn is only positive. The tetrarch took care of 
his land by not living abroad and by traveling through his small kingdom 
instead. In doing so he brought his judgment seat with him and admin- 
istered justice, thereby exercising his duties as a ruler in an exemplary 
fashion. He did not become entangled in military conflicts. He could, with- 
out having to fear opposition from his predominantly Gentile subjects, 
mint coins with his own image and with the image of the emperor, and he 
was the first Jewish ruler to represent a woman, Livia/Julia, on coins.'* 
He refounded Paneas as Caesarea (Philippi), and later he elevated Beth- 
saida to the city of Julia, which was named after the wife of Augustus 
and mother of Tiberius, Livia/Julia. Philip was much loved. His Gentile 
subjects erected statues in honor of him.'*? Children were also named after 
him, including Jewish children such as Philip, the disciple of Jesus, from 
Bethsaida.'** When he died without children in 34 CE, after a fairly long 
reign, his region was initially added to the province of Syria. However, 
boundary disputes between Antipas and the Nabataean king Aretas IV 
arose over his former territory.'®° 

The picture that we have of Antipas, the territorial sovereign of Jesus, 
who ruled over Galilee and Peraea, is not quite so positive.'*° He built 
up the destroyed Sepphoris as the capital of Galilee, where Herod I had 
already possessed a royal palace with an arsenal of weapons and which 
had suffered badly in the campaign of Varus. This “jewel of all Galilee” 
was located only a few kilometers from Nazareth, the hometown of the 
family of Jesus. Antipas named it Autocratoris in honor of Augustus. 
He probably erected a predecessor building of the large theater that has 


'81 Ty the synchronism of Luke 3.1, Luke mentions him as the tetrarch of Iturea and 
Trachonitis. 

'®? Strickert 2002. 

'83 Ror the inscription in Sia/Seeia and others, see Kokkinos 1998, 239. 

'84 John 1.44; 12.21. He is always named as the fifth person in lists of the twelve 
(Mark 3.18; Luke 6.14; Matt 10.3; Acts 1.13). Whether the “evangelist” Philip (Acts 6.5), 
who missionized in Samaria and later in Ashdod and Caesarea (Acts 8.26-40; 21.8-9), was 
named after this ruler is uncertain. Another example is the leader of the Jewish cavalry 
from Babylon and general of Agrippa II, Philip, son of Jakimos, whom Josephus often 
mentions, especially in the Life. In any case, the name remained common in the region of 
Philip for centuries; see Kokkinos 1998, 240. 

sata 8) this, see below. 

'86 He ruled from 4 BCE to 39 CE. Cf. in detail Hoehner 1972; Kokkinos 1998, 
229-35; Jensen 2006. 
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been excavated there but he did not build a pagan temple.'*’ In Peraea 
he refounded Bethramphtha as Julias. Presumably he received, like his 
brother Philip, the dynastic name “Herod” in 6 CE, when Archelaus was 
deposed.'** In 19/20 CE he founded Tiberias as a Hellenistic city, among 
other reasons, to demonstrate his good relationship to the emperor and 
to promote the Hellenization of Galilee and the economy, as a new capi- 
tal city—beautifully situated on the Lake of Gennesaret in the vicinity of 
hot springs—through a synoikismos. Since the city was built on an old 
graveyard, he had to compel some of the new inhabitants to settle or court 
them with benefactions such as manumission and bestowals of houses 
and farmland. Josephus speaks of a population that is very mixed socially, 
but they must have been predominantly Galilean Jews, whose upper stra- 
tum spoke Greek, to which a minority of Gentiles were added.'*’ The city 
obtained a constitution according to the Greek model with a city council 
of six hundred members, an archon, and a governing body of ten lead- 
ing men, the dekaprotoi.'”° With the royal palace, theater, and stadium it 
was meant to compete with Jerusalem—Jesus criticized the display of 
splendor at the court in connection with his verdict about John the Bap- 
tist.'°' The absence of a pagan temple documents the predominantly Jew- 
ish character of the city, as does the erection of a large synagogue, which 
bore the name proseuche, as the synagogues in the diaspora, and with its 
multiple-aisle basilica it competed with the famous synagogue in Alex- 
andria. It was the Galilean counterpart to the temple in Jerusalem, which 
had been so gloriously renovated by his father.'?” Herod Antipas’ coins had 


'87 Josephus, Ant. 18.27: nmodoxnua tod FaktaAatov mavtéc; cf. J.W. 2.68; Ant. 
17.289. On the theater, cf. Freyne 2000, 69, who does not entirely rule out the possibility 
that it was built by Antipas; for the later dating, see Netzer/Weiss 1994, 19, for whom it was 
built in the second half of the first century CE or, even more likely, after the First Jewish 
War; see likewise Meyers/Meyers 1997, 530; Chancey 2002, 74-75; Reed 2000, 119-20. 
Jensen 2006, 154ff., points now to the imminent appearance of the concluding excavation 
reports, whose results support the view that there were two phases of the theater and that 
the smaller, older complex goes back to Antipas. 

188 Strabo, Geogr. 16.2.46 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 299; cf. the commentary on p. 311) 
thinks that Antipas and Philip only narrowly escaped banishment in 6 CE. 

'89 Josephus, Ant. 18.36-38. According to Josephus, Life 67, the Gentile minority was 
killed by radical Zealots at the beginning of the revolt. 

' For the Bovan, see Josephus, J.W. 2.641; Life 169, 284, 300, 313, 381; for its 
coywv, see J.W. 2.599; Life 134, 271, 278, 294. For the d€xa momtoL, see J.W. 2.639; 
Life 296. 

!17 uke 7.25; on this, cf. section 81 with note 22. 

192 Josephus, Life 277, 280, 293; cf. t. Sukkah 4.6 for the massive double stoa in Alex- 
andria. On this, see further Hengel 1996a, 65-66, 171-95; a concise overview is provided 
in Siegert 2001, 174~75. It is also mentioned in the Talmudic literature; see Jastrow 1903, 
I: 303-4. When Jensen 2006, 138, stresses that it is never explicitly stated that the building 
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images only of plant motifs and not humans or animals.'**? However, in 
the inner part of his palace he did not forgo representations of animals. 
Due to these images, the palace was burned down by zealot Jews at the 
beginning of the First Jewish War.'* On the other hand, he could stand 
up for the religious interests of the Jews, for when Pilate set up dedicated 
shields—presumably with offensive inscriptions—in his palace in Jeru- 
salem, Antipas, with three brothers, lodged a complaint against him and 
ultimately succeeded in getting the emperor to order Pilate to remove them 
from the holy city.'?° Like his father, Antipas pursued economic improve- 
ment, trade, and urbanization.'*° Galilee and Peraea experienced a rela- 
tively peaceful period, but the social tensions continued. Antipas regarded 
religious renewal movements with suspicion. He had John the Baptist 
executed because he regarded his criticism as politically dangerous and 
feared unrest.'*’ He wanted to get Jesus out of the land.'** Although Jesus, 
as far as we know, was not publicly active in cities such as Sepphoris and 
Tiberias (presumably because he wanted to avoid a run-in with Antipas or 
because he rejected these “Hellenistic” cities), he nevertheless had rela- 
tionships with members of the court. Thus, the wife of the administra- 
tor Chuza supported him from her assets because she had been healed by 
him.'” The relationship of Antipas to the emperor Tiberius remained free 
of strain. By contrast, his marriage to his sister-in-law was unwise, for it 
contradicted the law*” and harmed his relationship with his neighbor, the 


of stadium, baths, and the large synagogue go back to Antipas and suggests that they could 
also have been built by Agrippa I, who possessed the city for five years, or by Agrippa II, 
who had the city under his control for not much longer, he underestimates Antipas as city 
founder. 

193 Cf. Jensen 2006, 203-17, 297-300. For the founding coins of Tiberias and Jesus’ 
critique of Antipas, see section 8.1. 

194 Tosephus, Life 65-67. 

195 Philo, Legat. 299-300. The sons of Herod were inferior to kings in nothing. 
According to Luke 23.12, Antipas and Pilate became friends, although they had previously 
been opponents, because Pilate had the courtesy to send Jesus first to his territorial sover- 
eign as the correct authority. The conflict between Antipas and Pilate probably refers to the 
episode of the shields. Cf. also section 21.1.1. 

'96 On this, see Freyne 2000, 45-113; Jensen 2006, 242-51; cf. section 8.1. 

'97 On this, see section 9.1.1. 

'98 Cf. the advice of the Pharisees and Herodians that Jesus should leave the land 
because Antipas was seeking to kill him in Luke 13.31ff. Since Jesus sends them back to 
Antipas (“tell that fox ...”), they probably came from him. On this, see section 11.3. 

1° Luke 8.2-3. On this, see section 7.1. Cf. the table companion (obvteodos) 
Manaen/Menahem of Antipas, who appears in Acts 13.1 in the list of the Christian “proph- 
ets and teachers” in Antioch on the Orontes. See section 8.1. 

200 He had married the wife of his brother while his brother was still alive. Cf. the 
criticism of John the Baptist; on this, see section 9.2. 
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Nabataean king Aretas IV. Antipas had presumably already been married 
to Aretas’ daughter by his father in order to improve political relations. 
When Antipas gave a promise of marriage to his sister-in-law Herodias, 
Aretas’ daughter fled to her father. This event already lay at some remove 
in the past when a military confrontation arose as a result of border dis- 
putes over an area that had previously belonged to Philip after his death 
in 36 CE, which resulted in the destruction of Antipas’ army by Aretas. 
This defeat was regarded by the people as a just punishment for the execu- 
tion of John the Baptist.*°' Since Tiberius sided with Antipas, the Roman 
legate and Syrian governor Vitellius*” was expected to carry out a puni- 
tive action against the Nabataean king. This, however, was left undone 
because Tiberius died on March 16, 37 CE. Antipas ran into problems with 
Tiberius’ successor, Caligula, because his ambitious wife, Herodias, could 
not bear to see her husband remain inactive when her brother and nephew 
of Antipas, Agrippa I, received the territory of Philip together with the 
title of king and traveled with her husband to Rome to petition Caligula 
that he also receive the title of king. They were not successful. Agrippa 
foiled their plans by slandering Antipas before Caligula, who let himself 
be convinced by him. Antipas had to go into exile in Gaul, and his wife 
followed him.”” 


3.1.3 The Prefects (6-41 CE) 


After Archelaus was deposed in 6 CE, his territory became a Roman prov- 
ince of the third class under a prefect from the equestrian class,*“ who 
was endowed with military authority that extended to the issuing of sen- 
tences of capital punishment for provincials and Roman citizens*” but 


701 Josephus, Ant. 18.109-115, 116-119. Cf. Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 182 (ET = 
1997, 111). 

202 Vitellius had deposed Pilate and Caiaphas in the previous year. On this, see the 
concluding paragraphs of section 3.1.3 below. 

203 Josephus, J. W. 2.181 ff.; Ant. 18.240-255. 

204 For the many-sided title praefectus, see Eck 2007 (GV = 2001). For the classifica- 
tion of the provinces, see Strabo, Geogr. 17.3.35; cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 357-58; Millar 
1993, 44-45. The office designation praefectus is secured by the Pilate inscription (cf. note 
94 above) from Caesarea Maritima, which was secondarily installed in the theater and 
originally documented the renovation of the light tower in the harbor, which was dedicated 
to Tiberius; on this, see Alféldy 1999. Josephus and Tacitus anachronistically speak of 
émtteomos, procurator. With the reconversion of Judaea into a province under Claudius in 
44 CE, the title procurator replaced the earlier title praefectus. Egypt as a “private” domi- 
nium of Augustus and coastal regions such as Raetia, Noricum, and Mauretania were also 
under a prefect from the ordo equester. 

205 Josephus, J.W. 2.117: uéyou tod xtelvew. Cf. section 20.2.1. 
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who was subordinate to the governor in Syria. The high priests and their 
family members stood at the head of the Jewish aristocracy. As the local 
authority utilized by the Romans, they now had much more influence on 
politics than they had under Herod. The highest court was their Sanhedrin, 
in whose changing composition the lay aristocracy and the scribal Torah 
jurists played a certain role alongside the ruling priestly aristocrats.” 

The governor in Syria, Quirinius, initially had a census carried out in 
the whole province (including the new territories of Judaea, Samaria, and 
Idumaea), which was used to estimate the number and the assets of the 
population for the collection of the head tax and land tax.”°’ This led again 
to unrests, for Judas the Galilean, the son of Hezekiah, stepped forth in 
Judaea with a prophetic speech of reproach and claimed that Jews were not 
permitted to pay taxes to the Romans and that they must not let themselves 
be enslaved.?” 


... Judas who ... induced multitudes of Jews to refuse to enroll them- 
selves when Quirinius was sent as censor to Judaea.””” 


However, on the basis of the urgent warning and persuasion of the high 
priest Joazar, son of Boethus, the majority let themselves be counted. As 
shown by Mark 12.13-17, the question of the payment of tax to the emperor 
remained controversial and retained its religious and political significance. 
Primitive Christianity never rejected this payment, as the answer of Jesus 
shows. It is demanded in the later New Testament letters. From the begin- 
ning the Jesus movement was not a political protest movement against 


206 Josephus, Ant. 20.251; cf. Goodblatt 1994, 27ff., 215-16 (on the function of the 
high priest as “nominal leader of the nation”); 108-30 (on the discussion about the Sanhe- 
drin, the Jerusalem BovAn, and of the Jerusalemites in Josephus and the New Testament). 

al Josephus, J.W. 2.117—118; Ant. 18.1. Luke 2.1ff. places this census in the time of 
Herod’s reign. Luke probably took over this error from his source, the legendary story of 
Jesus’ birth and childhood. On this, cf. the excursus in Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 399-427; 
on the inscriptional documentation of the carrying out of the census in Syrian Apameia in 
6/7 CE (iussu Quirini censum egi Apameae civitatis millium homin[um] civium), see Boffo 
1994, 182-203 nr. 23. Cf. also Millar 1993, 46-47, who rightly emphasizes that the protest 
of Judas the Galilean was more strongly directed against the collaborators than against the 
Romans and has a parallel in the unrests in Galilee when Augustus carried out a census in 
a province for the first time in 27 BCE. On the religious condemnation of the census, see 
Hengel 1989c, 140-44 (GV = 1976c 143-49). On questions pertaining to administration, 
see Cotton 1999. 

208 Josephus, J.W. 2.118; Ant. 18.4—10. Judas is probably the same person as Judas, the 
son of Hezekiah, who instigated the unrest in Sepphoris in Galilee. 

209 Josephus, J. W. 7.253 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 577); cf. Ant. 18.4-9. 
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Rome.?!” According to Acts 5.37, Judas the Galilean died a violent death, 
and his followers were dispersed.”!! Together with the Pharisee Zadok he 
had founded a distinct “freedom party,” to which Josephus does not assign 
a name, but which probably gave itself the religious designation “zealous 
ones,” i.e., Zealots. They came from the radical wing of the Pharisees, 
rebelled with their zeal for the uniqueness of God and his law against 
Roman rule, and, with their fanatical striving for “freedom,” triggered the 
First Jewish War with its catastrophic consequences. Their model was the 
violent zeal of the priest Phinehas for the law (Num 25) and the successful 
revolt of the Maccabees.’!” It is certain that their action was eschatologi- 
cally motivated, for the Roman rule as the “fourth kingdom” according to 
Dan 7 was opposed to God’s rule and was to be removed by it. 

Josephus reports very little about the early prefects. They resided from 
the beginning in Caesarea Maritima in the former palace of Herod*’’ but 
came to Jerusalem at the time of the high festivals. They took over the 
five non-Jewish cohorts of about six hundred men— which were recruited 
from Palestine—as auxiliary troops, which were previously at the disposal 
of Archelaus and Herod, as well as cavalry and garrisons in the Herodian 
fortresses. Only the governor of Syria on the Parthian border had Roman 
legions at his command.’ This means that the occupying forces were rel- 
atively small and tended to be hostile to Jews. When there were greater 
unrests the governor of Syria had to intervene with his legions. The admin- 
istrative task of the prefects included especially the collection of taxes. The 
land and head taxes were paid directly to the Romans —in the form of pay- 
ment in kind for the ground tax and as a payment of money for the head tax 


710 Cf, Luke 20.20-26 and 23.2; Matt 22.15-22; Rom 13.6-7; 1 Pet 2.13-19; cf. John 
18.36; see note 59 in chapter 6 and section 21.3. 

AME Neots 5,37 placed this revolt after the revolt of Theudas; on this problem, cf. Barrett 
1994/1998, I: 294ff. Mason 2003, 273-83, 291-93, and elsewhere has taken up the old 
hypothesis that Luke knew the writings of Josephus and that the error can be explained 
on this basis. The only particula veri of this assumption is that Josephus and Luke write 
for a similar milieu— Luke for the “most honorable Theophilos” (whoever may lie behind 
this eponym “lover of God’) and Josephus for Epaphroditus, perhaps the rich freedman 
of Nero, who was his secretary (a libellis) and was banished and executed by Domitian 
in 95 CE. This is connected with the dating of Jewish Antiquites, Life, and Against Apion. 
Both are addressed with xedatiote. Cf. Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 116 (no equivalent in the 
ET, i.e., 1997, 69); see further, note 175 in chapter 6. 

212 On Judas and the program of the Zealots, cf. Josephus, Ant. 18.4ff., 23-25; J.W. 
2.433—434, 651; 4.160, 302ff. On the whole, see Hengel 1989c (GV = 1976c); cf. further, 
section 4.1. 

713 Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 361. 

714 Josephus, Ant. 17.355; 18.2; cf. Tacitus, Ann. 12.23.1 (text in Stern 1976-1984, II: 
75—76). See further Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 360, 362-66. Millar 1993, 44-45. In Jerusalem 
a cohort was always stationed in the Antonia; cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 366. 
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or property tax. Other taxes were collected by tax farmers.?!° The tax burden 
was probably not lower than under Herod but also not higher than in other 
Roman provinces. It was increased by the religious dues for the temple.”’® 
Further, the construction of streets and aqueducts belonged to their tasks, 
as well as the dispensation of justice, in which they worked together with 
local authorities, while especially reserving for themselves the jurisdiction 
of capital punishment. The high priests were now appointed by the Roman 
prefects, and the high priestly robes—which had been kept since Hyrca- 
nus in the royal fortress and accordingly by Herod I in the Antonia—now 
passed as a matter of course to the power of disposition of the prefects with 
the occupation of the fortress, so that they were handed over by the prefects 
to the priests at each of the high festivals until Vitellius did away with this 
custom at the request of the Jews and gave over the high priestly vestments 
into the hands of the priesthood." Right after the completion of the census, 
Quirinius deposed the high priest Joazar from the family of Boethus, who 
was in office for a second time (cf. section 3.1.2 above), despite the fact 
that he had done him a valuable service, because Joazar had made himself 
unpopular among the people with his pro-Roman attitude, and he appointed 
Annas I son of Sethi (6-15 CE) in his place.”'* This Annas was the head of 
the most influential and most powerful high priestly family, who—being 
nationally conscious and Sadducean in orientation—knew how to exercise 
their influence with the Roman overlords and the successors of Herod I up 
to the fateful year of 66 CE.?'? 


It is said that the elder Annas was extremely fortunate. For he had five 
sons, all of whom, after he himself had previously enjoyed the office for 
a very long period, became high priests of God—a thing that had never 
happened to any other of our high priests.?”° 


715 On the tax farming system, cf. Herrenbriick 1990. On the census, cf. Cotton 1999. 

oe Tacitus, Ann. 2.42.5, recounts that the province of Judaea petitioned Emperor 
Tiberius in 17 CE for a reduction of taxes: “the provinces of Syria and Judaea, exhausted 
by their burdens, begged a diminuation of taxation” (trans. Woodman 2004, 61; cf. Stern 
1976-1984, II: 67-68). Vitellius reduced the dues of produce at the Jerusalem market dur- 
ing his visit in 36 CE (Josephus, Ant. 18.90). 

717 Josephus, Ant. 18.90-95. Schwartz 1990, 64, hypothesdizes that Vitellius pro- 
ceeded in this way because there was no prefect appointed by the emperor at this time. The 
custom itself probably goes back to Herod. Presumably this transfer was connected in each 
case with a corresponding payment, at least under the prefects and procurators. 

*!8 Josephus, Ant. 18.3, 26. On this, cf. Hengel 1989c, 140, 330 (GV = 1976c, 143, 337). 

719 The exclusively Aramaic-Hebrew ossuary inscriptions, which have been preserved 
for members of this family, support such a relatively “nationally conscious” orientation; 
cf. Hengel 1999b, 325ff. 

220 Josephus, Ant. 20.198 (trans. L. H. Feldman, LCL, 495, modified). 
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Accordingly, Annas is mentioned both in the synchronism of Luke 3.2 as 
well as in Acts 4.6 and in the passion narrative of John as the head of this 
family, whose members were the leaders of the party of the Sadducees.””! 
To these five sons of Annas I can be added his son-in-law Caiaphas, the 
high priest in the passion story of Jesus.*?? The house of Annas proved to 
be especially hostile to Christians also later. 

Little is known about the early prefects. During the time of Coponius 
the Samaritans desecrated the Jerusalem temple at the festival of Pass- 
over with human bones. After that the priests took care to ensure that the 
temple area was more secure. The event demonstrates the hatred between 
the two people groups.””? Coponius was followed by Marcus Ambivulus 
(9-12 CE), Annius Rufus (12—15 CE), and Valerius Gratus (15-26 CE),?™ 
about whom we learn in Josephus nothing more than the approximate 
lengths of their time in office and which high priests they appointed 
and deposed. Gratus initially changed the high priests yearly, deposed 
Annas I, appointed Ishmael, son of Phiabi (15-16 CE), then Eleazar, son 
of Annas I (16-17 CE), then Simon, son of Camith (17-18 CE). He had a 
better understanding with Joseph Caiaphas (18-36 CE), or else Caiaphas 
was rich enough to pay the high yearly bribes, and he left him in office.°” 
Although the high priests often changed under the Roman prefects, they 
had more power than under Herod I. To be sure, their strength lay much 
more in the clan and its riches than in the individual family members. The 
preeminence of the family of Annas also becomes clear under the Roman 
prefects and procurators. It held a singular position of power between 6 
and 66 CE (especially until 41 CE), presumably because in comparison 
with others its members had a better understanding of how to bring about 
a balance between the Roman overlords and the goodwill of the people.’ 


21 Cf. Acts 5.17; on this, cf. Hengel 1999b, 325. See also chapter 4. 

222 On this, see section 19.2. We learn he is the son-in-law of Annas only from John 18.13. 

a | osephus, Ant. 18.29-30. L. H. Feldman, the editor and translator of the volume for 
the LCL, postulates a gap in the text (Feldman 1965, 27 n. c). It is perhaps for this reason 
that we learn nothing about the reaction of the prefect. 

224 Josephus, Ant. 18.3135. 

?25 Josephus, Ant. 18.34. Of all the high priests Caiaphas was in office the longest. 

?26 On the power of the four high priestly families (Phiabi, Boethus, Annas, and 
Kamith) and their place in the Sanhedrin as the highest court, cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 
215, 232-33. On Annas and Caiaphas, cf. Hengel 1999b, 322-34. See especially also the 
mocking song about these familes from the turbulent time before the outbreak of the Jew- 
ish War (b. Pesah 57a; trans. H. Freedman in Epstein 1938, 285): 


Woe is me because of the house of Boethus; woe is me because of their staves! 
Woe is me because of the house of Hanin, woe is me because of their whisperings! 
Woe is me because of the house of Kathros, woe is me because of their pens! 
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It is first with Pontius Pilate (26-26 CE), who was closer to him in 
time, that Josephus provides a more detailed report. His portrayal is sup- 
plemented by the remarks of Philo. Presumably severe conflicts first took 
place under Pilate, which Pilate himself provoked due to his disdain for the 
Jewish people. For this reason the reports about him in Josephus and Philo 
are more detailed. After all, Josephus writes with the goal of explaining the 
Jewish revolt against Rome with respect to its causes. Philo, in turn, was 
concerned to shed light on the prehistory of the pogroms in Alexandria 
and the Caligula crisis. Probably at the beginning of his prefecture, Pilate 
had his soldiers secretly bring Roman standards with medallion busts of 
the emperor, which could be regarded as idols by the Jews, into Jerusalem. 
A great crowd of leading Jews peacefully protested before Pilate against 
this violation of the law for many days in Caesarea and requested that the 
images be removed. He ultimately threatened them with his soldiers but 
then yielded in view of their readiness to die.””’ Philo recounts a similar, 
later incident. According to him, Pilate had consecrated shields without 
images but probably with inscriptions set up in the palace in Jerusalem 
in honor of Tiberius and only removed them at the direct command of 
the emperor. Four sons of Herod, the Herodian family, and the leading 
body of the people had appealed first to Pilate against this violation of 
the Jewish laws (matoLta €0y), saying that it did not correspond to the 
will of Tiberius to incite the people to revolt. Stubborn by nature, inflex- 
ible, and full of disdain for the Jews, Pilate reacted only when the Jew- 
ish complaint had success with the emperor.” When Pilate used money 
from the temple treasury for the improvement or expansion of an aqueduct 
to Jerusalem, this also met with strong protest among the people, which 
he suppressed.””” We can no longer determine with certainty when Pilate 
“mixed the blood of the Galileans with their sacrifices” (only a Passover 


Woe is me because of the house of Ishmael the son of Phabi, woe is me because of their 
fists! 

For they are High Priests and their sons are [Temple] treasurers 

and their sons-in-law are trustees and their servants beat people with staves. 

aei Josephus, J.W. 2.169-174; Ant. 18.55-59: “Pilate, astonished at the strength of 
their devotion to the laws, straightaway removed the images from Jerusalem and brought 
them back to Caesarea” (Ant. 18.59; trans. L. H. Feldman, LCL, 45, 47). According to 
Eusebius, Dem. ev. 8.2.122—123, not only Philo but also Josephus reported that Pilate set 
up the standards in the temple. 

228 Philo, Legat. 299-305; cf. section 3.1.2 above. In this context Philo also mentions 
the bribabilty and other bad character traits of Pilate. For his behavior in the trial of Jesus, 
see section 21.1.2. The formula dei filius, which is also found on the denarii of the emperor, 
may have played a role in the case of the medallions and inscriptions. See section 3.1.2 
above. 

229 Josephus, J.W. 2.175ff.; Ant. 18.60ff. 
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festival can be in view). However, the concern must be with an incident 
that took place before the Passover of Jesus’ death in 30 CE.**° The trial of 
Jesus, which Mark portrays most reliably, presents the prefect as already 
quite familiar with Jewish customs und practices and reveals his disdain 
for his Jewish subjects as well as his simultaneous collusion with Joseph 
Caiaphas.*! The Testimonium Flavianum—which is admittedly pre- 
served only with Christian interpolations but which has certainly not been 
‘Improved’ in a Christian way at this point but accords with Josephus’ 
language elsewhere—corresponds exactly to the specifications of Mark 
(15,1); 


At the denunciation (€véevEet) of the most distinguished men among us 
Pilate condemned him to be crucified. . . .?° 


It is all the more conspicuous that the sources never report that Pilate and 
his successors persecuted the young messianic movement that proceeded 
from Jesus. Pilate never transferred the office of high priest to another 
person during his time in office, and he was deposed by Vitellius at almost 
the same time as Caiaphas, which certainly means that the two harmonized 
well, in fact too well, with each other. The brutal military action of Pilate 
against Samaritan adherents of a prophet, who wanted to show them the 
hidden holy temple vessels of Moses on Mount Gerazim,*** ultimately led 


2307 uke 13.1; on this, cf. section 1 and section 8.1. 

23! All attempts to date the execution of Jesus in the beginning of Pilate’s rule appear 
doubtful for this reason. However, the late dating to 36 CE in Kokkinos 1998, 196 n. 82, 
301, and elsewhere is also unlikely; cf. already Kokkinos 1989. The execution of John the 
Baptist need not have occurred only in 35 CE, right before the military conflict between 
Antipas and Aretas IV. It is clear from Josephus, Ant. 18.116—119, that we are dealing with 
an addendum. The opinion of the people understood the defeat of Antipas in 36 CE as a 
punishment for his judicial murder of the Baptist in ca. 29 CE. Although about eight years 
lay between the execution of James, the brother of the Lord, and the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem, the Jewish Christian legend understood the latter as a direct consequence of the for- 
mer (Hegesippus in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.23.18: nal evOuc Oveomaotavoc moALoexet 
avtovc). Luke already hints at it, and Matthew clearly explains the destruction as a pun- 
ishment for the crucifixion of Jesus. Cf. especially the sound arguments for the dating 
of the crucifixion by Riesner 1994, 37-38, against the late dating of Kokkinos. On the 
date of Jesus’ death, see also section 11.1. 

a8 Josephus, Ant. 18.64. On the translation, cf. also L. H. Feldman, LCL, 51: “When 
Pilate, upon hearing him accused by men of the highest standing among us, had condemned 
him to be crucified. . . “’ On this much-discussed passage and the various hypotheses 
regarding its reworking, cf. Theissen/Merz 1998, 64-74 (GV = 1997, 74-82), and Bardet 
2002. See further, note 58 in chapter 6. 

?33 Instead of the Davidic Messiah the Samaritans expected an eschatological prophet 
on the basis of Deut 18.15ff.; see note 120 in chapter 4. 
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to his downfall. Tiberius usually left Roman officials in office for a long 
time in the provinces. As justification for this policy he is said to have 
quoted Aesop’s fable of the flies. During the time of his reign he sent 
two prefects, Gratus and Pilate, to Judaea. However, with this incident, 
to which distinguished Samaritans also fell victim, Pilate appears to have 
finally gone too far. He was deposed by Vitellius and sent to Rome to 
give an account of his action.”*4 

After that, Vitellius entrusted one of those close to him, Marcellus, 
with the administration of Judaea (émtpeAynTNs), and Maryllus, who is also 
otherwise unknown, is said to have received the military responsibility 
(immtcoxns) from Caligula.” 


3.1.4 Agrippa I (41-44 CE) 


Soon after his accession to power Gaius Caligula appointed Agrippa, his 
personal friend and the grandson of Herod I and of the Hasmonean Mari- 
amne, to be king over the whole former area of Herod Philip and perhaps 
already over the tetrarchy of Lysanias (37 CE).**° After the exile of Herod 
Antipas (39 CE) Agrippa also received the territory of his uncle, and finally, 
after the murder of Caligula on January 24, 41 CE, he was given almost 
the entire kingdom of his grandfather by Emperor Claudius (41 CE) as 


234 Josephus, Ant. 18.85-89. The Acts of Pilate recount legendary material about his 
subsequent fate. Cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 387. Justin, / Apol. 35.9 and 48.3, already refers 
to alleged “acts of Pilate,” which could inform the emperors addressed in the Apology, i.e., 
Antonius Pius, Marcus Aurelius, and Lucius Verus. See also Schneemelcher 1991/1992, 
I: 444ff. (GV = 1987, 395ff.); Ehrman/PleSe 2011, 491-567. The legend begins already 
in Matthew, who—against Jewish accusations—begins, with corresponding polemic, to 
whitewash Pilate. Inter alia he has the wife of Pilate intervene on behalf of Jesus (Matt 
27.19). For the tendency of Pilate to be friendly to Jesus in the Apocrypha, see Bauer 
1967b, 188-98. 

Pay osephus, Ant. 18.89, 237. The form of the name is handed down in the manuscripts 
of Josephus as Maexeddoc and MéouAAoc or MGotAAoc, whereas a Roman would more 
likely be named Marullus. It is debated whether the same person is in view. Cf. Kokkinos 
1998, 284, against Schwartz 1990, 62-66. Philo, Legat. 199, mentions Herennius Capito 
as the tax collector of all Judaea, who enriched himself there in an intolerable manner. 
According to Josephus, Capito was, however, the rich tax collector only of Jamnia, i.e., 
the former area of Salome, which Salome had bequeathed to Livia. Cf. note 241 below on 
Capito and Agrippa. 

=0 Josephus, Ant. 18.237; cf. Philo, Flacc. 25 (trans. Van der Horst 2003, 58): “The 
emperor Gaius gave Agrippa, the grandson of king Herod, as his kingdom a third of his 
grandfather’s inheritance, of which Philip the tetrarch, his paternal uncle, used to enjoy the 
usufruct.” Cf. Flacc. 40 (trans. Van der Horst 2003, 61) the title “king,” “friend of Caesar,” 
and “honored by the Senate of Rome with praetorian insignia.” On this, see Van der Horst 
2003, 114ff., 131-32. 
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thanks for his successful mediation efforts between senate and praetori- 
ans.”*’ Under Claudius he called himself “the great” on coins and inscrip- 
tions, a title that he had received from the Roman senate and that Josephus 
likewise gives to him.”** On the inscriptions of his son, Agrippa II, he 
appears as “friend of the emperor” and “friend of the Romans.””*’ The rule 
of Agrippa I (41-44 CE) interrupted the sequence of prefects in Judaea.””° 

Caligula’s appointment of Agrippa I as the successor to Philip already 
evoked astonishment and jealousy.*! When Agrippa, on his journey 
through his area of rule, arrived in Alexandria in the summer of 38 CE, the 
Alexandrian rabble mocked the new Jewish king with the shout “Marin,” 
“our Lord” in Syriac (that is, Aramaic), and with a royal mime for the 
amusement of the people in the theater.*”’ A little later there was a des- 
ecration of synagogues by the erection of statues of the emperor and a 
bloody pogrom, unrests that also had an impact on Palestine. The imperial 
cult appeared to the rabble as a proven method for venting its hatred of 
the Jewish population. This also applies to the Palestinian Jamnia, after 


?37 Josephus, Ant. 19.274-275; J.W. 2.215-216. The pact between Agrippa and the 
emperor, senate, and people of Rome mentioned here is presented in the form of a hand- 
shake on coins. See Meshorer 1990-1991, 123 nr. 10—10a; cf. 124 nr. 11—-1la; 14—14a; see 
also Kokkinos 1998, 297-98. For Ouovota, “concord,” between Jews and Romans, cf. 
the accusation of Titus, which Josephus, J.W. 6.216 puts in his mouth shortly before the 
destruction of the temple: He is said to have offered the Jews peace and independence, “but 
they preferred sedition (otdotc) to concord (OWOVOLa).” 

238 Baotkevc uéyos. Meshorer 1990-1991, 124 nr. 11-11a; 12; Josephus, Ant. 17.28; 
18.110, 142; 20.104; cf. further Schwartz 1990, 136. 

239 See note 357 below. 

740 Cf. Schwartz 1990, passim; Kokkinos 1998, 271-304. 

ale Josephus, Ant. 18.239. For the reaction of his sister Herodias, cf. the end of 
section 3.1.2. After the death of his mother, Berenice, a niece of Herod, Agrippa—having 
grown up in Rome—determinedly worked toward the goal of obtaining a rule that was 
appropriate to his origin and toward the regulation of his financial problems through a 
regular income, for which reason he spent the years of his youth in Rome at the imperial 
court and lived as a great extravagant lord as long as his assets permitted. At the begin- 
ning of the thirties he went, without means, to Palestine, accumulated great debts there, 
and failed in his attempts to gain political influence. He fled from his creditor Herennius 
Capito (see note 235 above) via Alexandria toward Rome. In 36 CE he arrived, furnished 
with a credit from the alabarch Alexander, the brother of Philo. Tiberius no longer thought 
anything of his ambitions. Agrippa had to back his successor, Caligula, for which reason 
Tiberius imprisoned him. Caligula freed him from the prison and immediately thereafter 
placed the royal diadem on his head. See Josephus, Ant. 18.143—237, and note 236 above. 

* Philo, Flacc. 34, 36-39, 41. Cf. Van der Horst 2003, 128-33; Hengel/Schwemer 
1998, 198-99 (1997, 120-21) on the addressing of Agrippa as “Lord.” See further the 
mocking of Jesus by the anti-Jewish band of soldiers eight years earlier. On this, see note 
45 in chapter 21. For the designation, cf. the primitive Christian cry of prayer maranatha 
in 1 Cor 16.22 and Did. 10.6; on this, see note 61 in chapter 19. 
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an altar of the emperor was destroyed there,**? and presumably also to 
Antioch on the Orontes.*“ The reaction of the emperor to these incidents 
brought Palestine to the brink of war. 


EXCURSUS 
The Caligula Crisis (38-41 CE) 


Herod I had already had a temple in honor of the emperor with the statues of 
Augustus and Roma erected in Caesarea Maritima and a temple of Augustus 
in Sebaste,*” but Jerusalem itself and the predominantly Jewish areas of his 
kingdom remained free from the public imperial cult with its manifestations 
in images. Until the outbreak of the First Jewish War two lambs and a bull 
were sacrificed —at the cost of the emperor (thus Philo) or of the people (thus 
Josephus) —for the well-being of the ruler and of the Roman people.*** The 
discontinuance of this sacrifice by the Jewish priesthood was regarded as an 
official declaration of war, for with the sacrifice for the emperor in Jerusalem 
the Jews demonstrated their loyalty to the emperor himself and to Rome. The 
sacrifice for the well-being of the emperor rather than for the emperor himself 
as god was not an exception in the early imperial period, not even in Greece 
and Egypt. The imperial cult was regulated locally and not centrally pre- 
scribed.’ The prayer for the respective imperial house had been a given in 
the Jewish synagogues of the diaspora already since the Persian period. The 
Jewish, aniconic cult could be described neutrally from the Roman per- 
spective, and could even be praised as exemplary by some philosophical 


43 The conflict in Jamnia was incited by the tax collector Herennius Capito, who 
harbored a hatred for Agrippa I because the latter did not want to pay him his debts and 
who portrayed this incident in an exaggerated way to Caligula in a letter. See Philo, Legat. 
199-202. Josephus, Ant. 18.257—260, mentions the Alexandrian enemy of the Jews Api- 
on’s accusations before Caligula: “these people alone scorned to honor him with statues 
and to swear by his name” (258; trans. L. H. Feldman, LCL, 153, 155). 

*“4 Cf. Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 277-86 (ET = 1997, 181-83). 

74 See section 3.1.1. 

746 Josephus, J.W. 2.197; Ag. Ap. 2.77-78, 196-197; Philo, Legat. 157, 232, 317. The 
difference in the specifications may be due to the fact that the two emphasize different 
aspects. In reality the costs were raised from the taxes: see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 312; 
Pucci Ben Zeev 1998, 472. Sacrifices for the king are mentioned already in Ezra 6.9-10 
and Aristeas 45. The synagogue inscriptions from Egypt attest their erection in honor of the 
Ptolemies. See Horbury/Noy 1992, 19-20 nr. 13 (Alexandria, first century BCE); 35 nr. 22 
(Schedia, third century BCE); 40ff. nr. 24 and 25 (second century BCE) and elsewhere; cf. 
also Pucci Ben Zeev 1998, 479. 

47 See the attestations in Pucci Ben Zeev 1998, 474-81: “The imperial cult consti- 
tuted an act of homage more than an act of worship” (476). 
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intellectuals.“* Augustus and Tiberius had tended to reject and restrict the 
imperial cult, whereas Caligula demanded during his lifetime that he be 
recognized as god in a way that was especially unbearable for his Jewish 
subjects: 


He not only said but he believed that he was a god (O6c).””” 


After the incidents in Antioch and Jamnia, in the summer of 39 CE Caligula 
gave the command to erect a colossal statue in the Jerusalem temple and to 
transform the temple into a sanctuary of Audc Emupavods .. . Néov atov, 
of “Gaius who has appeared as new Zeus.””° For the Jews this intention 
evoked the religious emergency and time of horror under Antiochus IV Epi- 
phanes and the fear—which had been smoldering since they were conquered 
by Pompey and which was repeatedly confirmed through new incidents — that 
the Romans would desecrate the temple and destroy Jerusalem. Caligula 
entasked the governor of Syria, Petronius, with carrying out this endeavor 
with half of the troops that were stationed at the Euphrates.**' Petronius was 
not happy about this task and sought to play for time, but occupied with his 
troops the winter quarters in Ptolemais before the gates of Galilee.**” He had 
artists in Sidon begin the production of the statue and first informed the 


248 Cf, Varro’s praise (first century BCE) of the aniconic worship of the Jewish God: 
Fragment 18 (handed down in Augustine, Civ. 4.31; cf. Stern 1976-1984, I: 209; Cardauns 
1976, 22). 

249 Philo, Legat. 162; cf. Josephus, J.W. 2.184; Ant. 18.256; for Roman criticism of 
the paranoid behavior of the Caesar, see Suetonius, Cal. 19: Caligula bridged the Gulf of 
Baiae with a ship’s bridge, which he secured with a layer of earth and built out like the Via 
Appia, upon which he traveled back and forth, i.e., as a god he made the sea traversable. 
He had famous statues of gods brought to Rome and put his head on them and let himself 
be praised and honored with daily offerings of “flamingos, peacocks, black grouse, differ- 
ent breeds of guinea-hens, and pheasants” (Cal. 22; trans. Edwards 2000, 147). At night 
he invited the moon goddess to his bed, and in the daytime he held private conversations 
with Jupiter (Cal. 22). 

250 Philo, Legat. 346. Cf. note 256 below. This event found no direct expression 
in the early Christian sources; see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 276ff. (ET = 1997, 180ff.); 
on the anti-Jewish unrest in Antioch in this time, see idem, 281-84 (ET = 183-86). The 
thesis—reaching back to Wellhausen—that Mark 13 is a “leaflet” from this time has little 
plausibility. The text points to the expectation regarding the Antichrist at the time of the 
Jewish War; cf. also 2 Thess 2.5-12. It may, however, be the case that the Caligula episode 
furthered the development of the “motif of the enemy of God,” which goes back already to 
Antiochus IV, in Judaism and primitive Christianity. 

>>! Philo, Legat. 188, 198, 207; cf. Josephus, Ant. 18.262: many auxiliary troops and 
two legions. 

252 Philo, Legat. 213: Petronius carefully set the matter in motion. In doing so he 
respected the exemption of Judaea from providing winter quarters; on this, see note 44 
above. However, with the choice of the winter quarters in Ptolemais he kept himself ready. 
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leading body of the Jewish aristocracy of the emperor’s order.”*? The inhabit- 
ants of Jerusalem, indeed of the whole land, went to Petronius in Ptolemais in 
the spring of 40 CE, when Petronius was to march into Judaea at the command 
of the emperor, and declared their readiness to die rather than to allow this 
wickedness. Only after their death could the command be carried out.*** Philo 
hypothesizes that Petronius was sympathetic to the Jewish “philosophy” or 
at least that he had obtained some knowledge about the religion of a consid- 
erable portion of his subjects, for he let the work on the statue proceed only 
slowly, while quickly asking the emperor by letter for an extension of time, 
for the harvest would first have to be gathered, so that the province would be 
prepared for Caligula’s visit in connection with his journey to Egypt, which 
was planned for the next year.” However, the emperor demanded that his 
command be carried out quickly and thus that his statue be completed. 
Agrippa, who had presumably been staying in Rome since the fall of 
39 CE and knew nothing about the order of the emperor or of the correspon- 
dence between Caligula and Petronius, first learned about this when he met 
with the emperor in September of 40 CE—together with the information that 
he too had personally fallen into disfavor due to the Jewish refusal to erect 
a statue of Zeus in the Jerusalem temple.**° Philo’s portrayal of Agrippa’s 
shock is dramatic but is not incredible as the presentation of a contemporary 
eyewitness.”*’ By contrast, the wording of Agrippa’s diplomatic letter to the 
emperor was surely much more cautious than the long letter of petition that 
Philo ascribes to him.”°* Agrippa probably appealed to the respect of Augustus 
and Tiberius vis-a-vis the Jewish cult to the emperor as a model and regarded 
himself as protector of the temple. However, he certainly would not have 
been so blundering as to protest to Caligula that he himself was a descendant 


See Josephus, Ant. 18.262—263: in the spring Caligula gave the order to begin the campaign 
(10 euetv) if the resistance did not cease. 

253 Philo, Legat. 222ff. 

254 Philo, Legat. 225-242; 236: dno0avovtwv tO éenttaypa yevéoOw. 

255 Philo, Legat. 245-253. For the answer of the emperor, see Legat. 254-260. 

56 According to Philo, Legat. 265 (trans. F. H. Colson, LCL, 135): Caligula accused 
Agrippa: “your excellent and worthy fellow-citizens, who alone of every race of men do 
not acknowledge Gaius as a god, appear to be courting even death by their recalcitrance. 
When I ordered a statue of Zeus to be set up in the temple they marshalled their whole 
population and issued forth from the city and country nominally to make a petition but 
actually to counteract my orders.” 

257 Philo, as the leader of the Alexandrian-Jewish delegation in 39/40 CE, stayed in 
Rome and Puteoli and describes the events in Legatio ad Gaium. On this, see Schiirer 
1973-1987, III/2: 816. 

°58 Philo, Legat. 276-329. While Agrippa did not want to lose his rule or the goodwill 
of the emperor, in order not to completely lose his claims to Judaea he had to represent the 
interests of all Jews in the Jerusalem temple and its special cult. 
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of priests and kings (through his grandmother Mariamne he was descended 
from the Hasmoneans, which legitimated him from the Jewish side) and that 
the temple in Jerusalem, from of old without an image of god, was the temple 
of the one true God. Likewise, Agrippa would hardly have made an indirect 
demand on behalf of the Jewish people for Roman citizenship and direct 
freedom and remission of taxes.**’ The fact that Agrippa—like Philo and the 
Alexandrian-Jewish delegation—only learned of Caligula’s command at so 
late a point is surprising and probably connected with Caligula’s campaign 
in Gaul and Germany. Caligula spent the winter of 39/40 CE in Lyon and, 
after various militarily senseless operations, returned to Rome with a “small 
triumph” on August 31, 40 CE.” In any case, Agrippa met the megaloma- 
niac emperor after his return in September 40 CE and got Caligula to rescind 
his order and send a corresponding letter to Petronius.”°! Caligula, however, 
quickly backpedaled from this goodwill when he read Petronius’ report of 
his actions in Tiberias. In late summer, Petronius had gone to Tiberias in 
Agrippa’s capital, where he conferred with the representatives of Agrippa 
and his relatives in order to avoid a war.’” The opposition of the population 
remained so unwavering that they refused to sow the seed in the fall. Petro- 
nius promised to give a report to the emperor and withdrew to Antioch with 
the troops stationed in Ptolemais. The emperor responded by ordering Petro- 
nius to commit suicide, but Petronius received the news of the death of the 
emperor—who was murdered on January 24, 41 CE—before he received his 
sentence of death.*“ The intervention of Agrippa did not have definitive suc- 
cess. What was decisive was the sagaciousness of Petronius, who deployed 
no troops, although he met with opposition from the Jewish masses, who 
were not entirely unarmed—as Josephus does not grow weary of stressing.” 


>°° Thus, however, Philo, Legat. 287, 290, who thus attributes his own wishes to 
Agrippa. 

260 Cassius Dio 59.24.1 says that Agrippa was with Caligula in the winter of 39/40 CE. 
Kokkinos 1998, 285 n. 74, therefore assumes that Agrippa accompanied Caligula to 
Gaul and Germany as one of the amici whom Suetonius, Cal. 45.1, mentions and that 
the epigram of Philippus of Thessalonica refers to the hospitality during this campaign 
(Stern 1976-1984, I: 375-76). All this, however, remains very uncertain. Josephus, Ant. 
18.289—-297, assumes that Agrippa was staying in Rome. 

761 Philo, Legat. 333-334; Josephus, Ant. 18.301-302. 

762 Josephus, Ant. 18.273—288; J.W. 2.193-202. 

763 Josephus, Ant. 18.304-309. Cf. J.W. 2.203. 

64 Cf. Tacitus, Hist. 5.9.2 (trans. C. H. Moore, LCL, 191): sub Tiberio quies; dein 
iussi a C. Caesare effigiem eius in templo locare arma potius sumpsere, quem motum Cae- 
saris mors diremit (“Under Tiberius all was quiet. Then, when Caligula ardered the Jews 
to set up his statue in their temple, they chose rather to resort to arms, but the emperor’s 
death put an end to their uprising”). Cf. Ann. 12.54.1. On this, see the commentary of Stern 
1976-1984, II: 51. See further Josephus, Ant. 18.302. 
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If Petronius had not acted so wisely, the First Jewish War would have already 
occurred in 40 CE and not only in 66 CE. This crisis, which shook not only 
Palestine but also the Jewish diaspora, came to an end only with the murder 
of Caligula and the peacemaking measures of Claudius.*® 

When Agrippa returned in the early summer of 41 CE to his area of 
rule, which had been considerably expanded by Claudius, he especially had 
to make efforts to stabilize the conditions. He first held a triumphal entry 
into Jerusalem, offered sacrifices, and dedicated the golden chain that he had 
received from Caligula in 37 CE as a dedicatory gift in the temple.” He 
deposed Theophilus, the son of Annas, as high priest and appointed Simon 
Kantheras from the house of Boethus. This may have occurred already in 
38 CE. In this case, Caligula had already appointed him as protector of the 
temple at that time. In any case, he initially favored the house of Boethus 
and thus took the policy of his grandfather Herod I as a model.”*’ He demon- 
strated his “love” to the Jerusalemites with a remission of taxes, and when 
youths in Dora desecrated the synagogue with an image of the emperor, 
as the protector of the Jewish diaspora he immediately lodged a complaint 
with Petronius, who correspondingly reprimanded the population of Dora.*® 


*® On the edicts of Claudius (CPJ nr. 153; Josephus, Ant. 19.280-285 and 286-291), 
cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 398. 

266 This dedicatory gift was probably regarded as analogous to the “barbarian weap- 
ons” that Herod allowed to be affixed in the temple (see note 117 in this chapter). In that 
case it served, so to speak, as a sign of victory over the ungodly emperor. There is no 
reason, as Schwartz 1990, 12/17, 32, 68-69, assumes, to move this dedication forward 
to 38 CE. See also Kokkinos 1998, 282-83, who regards the dedication of the chain as 
a “compensation” for the attempted sacrilege of the emperor. On the pagan foundation 
inscription from el Mushennef in the Auranitis, which gives thanks for Agrippa’s favorable 
return from Rome (OGIS nr. 418: bré0 Owtneiacs xveiov Paoiéwms Ayoinna ...) and 
gives an account of the erection of a temple of Zeus-Apollo due to an oath, see Hengel/ 
Schwemer 1998, 199 (ET = 1997, 120-21, 394 n. 634). 

67 Cf. note 54 above. Josephus, Ant. 19.297-298. Josephus emphasizes that the fam- 
ily of Boethus thus reached again the same high number as the high priest Simon, son of 
Onias, with his three sons. These three sons were Onias III, Jesus-Jason (see note 103 
above), and Onias-Menelaus, the last Zadokite Oniads who held the office of high priest in 
Jerusalem (cf. Ant. 12.237—240). Jason and Menelaus were the Hellenistic reformers who 
sparked off the crisis under Antiochus IV. Presumably the family of Boethus went back to 
the son of Onias III, Onias IV, who had to flee to Egypt (Ant. 12.387) and erected a temple 
of YHWH there (cf. note 83 above). Theophilus was appointed by Vitellius in 37 CE (Ant. 
18.123). His name appears on an ossuary inscription. See Rahmani 1994, 258-59 nr. 871: 
“Yohana, daughter of Yohanan, son of Thophlos, the priest.” On his son Yohanan/John, see 
Acts 4.6. If Agrippa already became the protector of the temple in 38 CE, we can already 
assume the appointment of Simon Kantheras in this year; cf. Hengel 1999b, 328; Hengel/ 
Schwemer 1998, 377-78 (ET = 1997, 249). The literary separations of Schwartz 1990, 
11-38, are not necessary for this assumption. 

768 Josephus, Ant. 19.299-311. 
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Agrippa, who was, after all, a descendant of the Hasmoneans, was intent on 
maintaining equilibrium and peace in his area of rule. This also applies to 
the rival high priestly clans, whom he kept under control through a policy of 
divide et impera. Thus, in place of Simon Kantheras he soon reappointed a 
member of the family of Annas, Matthias, son of Annas, and shortly before 
his death in 44 CE he appointed a member of the clan of Boethus again, 
Elionaeus, son of Kantheras.” 

The execution of James, son of Zebedee, and the imprisonment of Peter 
mentioned in Acts 12.1-19 probably fall within this period of time (festival 
of Passover in 43 CE), when the highest office was held by a member of the 
family of Annas, which was more nationally conscious than the family of 
Boethus,”” which came from Alexandria. According to Luke, Agrippa “mis- 
treated” some members of the primitive community and had the Zebedaid 
killed with the sword. When he saw that this pleased the ‘Jews,’ he also had 
Peter arrested, but wanted to postpone his execution to the time after the fes- 
tival of the Passover and the weeks of unleavened bread that followed it. The 
proceedings of Agrippa against leading members of the primitive community 
in Jerusalem probably scarcely resulted from his own interests. Otherwise, he 
would have persecuted the Christians more insistently and not simply ended 
the proceeding with the execution of the guards after the flight of Peter.’”’ 
According to the picture that Josephus—probably following a biographi- 
cal source—paints of the reign of Agrippa, this reign was characterized by 
moderation,”” by the wish to do a favor for his subjects—whether Jews or 
Gentiles—when he could, and by the careful concern to maintain equilibrium 
between the parties. As we have already emphasized, this included the fact 
that he furnished the two most powerful high priestly families with the high- 
est office in an alternating manner. The primitive community in Jerusalem 
was especially a thorn in the side of the family of Annas. Caiaphas, the 
son-in-law of Annas, was the high priest in office, whom Jesus provoked 


76? Josephus, Ant. 19.313—316; for the appointment of Elionaeus, see Ant. 19.342. 

270 On this, see Hengel 1999b, 149, 322-44. Cf. note 219 above. 

27! Schwartz 1990, 122ff., postulates political reasons: the Zebedaids are said to have 
stood near to the Zealots. Riesner 1994, 109-10, sees the reasons for the persecution in 
the king’s own messianic claims and the beginning of the Gentile mission. He dates the 
persecution too early, to the Passover festival in 41 CE, when Agrippa could not yet even 
have been in the land. Moreover, in that case one would have to hear of another action of 
Agrippa against the Christians. On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 369-83 (ET = 1997, 
244-57). The persecution under Agrippa I and the flight of Peter signified a deep caesura 
in the history of the primitive community. On this, see Hengel 2010a, 10, 77 (GV = 2006b, 
15, 125); Schwemer 2005. 

212 Ke an example of this kingly moderation, Josephus, Ant. 19.332—334, adduces his 
behavior toward a scribe who questioned Agrippa’s pure Jewish descent or his ritual purity 
and demanded that he be excluded from visiting the temple. 
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with his “blasphemy’”’’ at the hearing and who handed him over to Pilate for 
execution. The depictions of the hearing in Acts 4.5ff. and 5.17-18 and the 
execution of James, the brother of the Lord, by Annas I in ca. 62 CE provide 
further evidence of the lasting hatred of this high-priestly clan in particular.*” 
Therefore, it is likely that with his action against the primitive community 
Agrippa wanted to do a favor for the clan of Annas and at the same time paid 
attention to the reaction of the Jerusalemites. He probably no more regarded 
these enthusiasts as politically dangerous than the Roman prefects and procu- 
rators, none of whom thought it necessary to proceed against the Christians in 
Palestine in the period between 30 and 66 CE.” Roman rule was challenged 
by different, zealot groups. The Christians did not take part in the First Jew- 
ish War. At the outbreak of the war in 66 CE, the primitive community fled to 
Pella. Only after the war are the “relatives of the Lord,” like other Jews, said 
to have become suspicious in the eyes of the Romans due to their Davidic 
descent.*” 

Both the biographical sources of Josephus and the later rabbinic litera- 
ture’”’ praise the Jewish piety of the king. Caligula also marvels at Agrippa’s 
superstitious concern for the Jerusalem sanctuary. To be sure, this must be 


273 Mark 14.60-64; cf. Schwemer 2001c, 149-50, with reference to the legal principle 
(in Josephus, Ag. Ap. 2.194): “Any who disobey him, will pay the penalty as for impiety 
(aoeB@v) toward God himself” (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 371), which was probably 
derived from Exod 22.28; cf. Acts 23.5. 

°™4 On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 379-80 (ET = 1997, 250-51) and, section 
19.1 with note 18. On Annas II as leading Sadducee, see chapter 4 below. By contrast, the 
martyrdom of Stephen (ca. 32 CE) and the expulsion of the “Hellenists” from Jerusalem 
probably did not go back to direct persecution by Caiaphas but were more likely the result 
of the conflict in the Greek-speaking synagogues of Jerusalem, which were protected by 
the high priest. On this, see Hengel 2002, 1-67 (38-39). The high priest did not have the 
right to impose capital punishment, nor did his power extend to Damascus for him to be 
able to bring undesirable persons to Jerusalem. The concrete events that Luke portrays sug- 
gest mob justice in a Jerusalem synagogue community. The interrogation by the high priest 
himself (which can easily be removed from the context) is a typical Lukan exaggeration. 
See Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 

215 Cf. 1 Thess 2.14; Acts also speaks only of persecutions at the hands of Jews. Cf. 
also Mark 13.9; Luke 12.11-12; 21.12; Matt 10.17; 23.34. Too little consideration is given 
to this fact in current scholarship. It also sheds light on the trial of Jesus; see section 21.3. 

716 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.12: a persecution is said to have taken place against “rela- 
tives of the Lord” when Vespasian, after the victory over the insurgents, had all the descen- 
dants of David tracked down. 

277m. Sotah 7.8; y. Sotah 7.7(8), 22a: “Agrippa the King stood up and received it and 
read it standing up, and sages praised him on that account. And when he came to the verse, 
You may not put a foreigner over you, who is not your brother (Dt. 17:15), his tears ran 
down from his eyes. They said to him, ‘Do not be afraid, Agrippa, you are our brother, you 
are our brother, you are our brother!” (trans. Neusner 1988, 459; cf. Hiittenmeister 1998, 
181). 
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evaluated not so much as a sign of his personal piety but as an indication of 
his consideration for the various parties and his recognition that the erection 
of an image of the emperor in the Jerusalem sanctuary would transgress the 
limits of tolerance and make a Jewish revolt against Rome unavoidable. He 
scarcely had an interest in Pharisaic purity regulations, but he fulfilled his 
political-religious duties in a conscientious and conspicuous manner.”” 

Following the model of his grandfather, Agrippa was active as a builder 
in the Hellenistic cities with their Jewish diaspora. Thus, he is said to have 
especially favored Berytos (Beirut), which had already been dealt with gen- 
erously by his grandfather and had become a Roman colony in 15 CE” 
On the other hand, he wanted to strengthen the solidarity of the client rulers 
in the east of the Roman Empire, some of whom were related to the Hero- 
dian house, in order to enlarge his own political influence in this way, and 
he invited these rulers to a meeting in his residence in Tiberias. Josephus 
mentions Antiochus of Commagene, Sampsigeramus of Emesa, Cotys of 
Armenia Minor, Polemon of Pontus, and Polemon’s brother Herod of Chal- 
cis. However, this awakened the suspicion of the Roman governor in Syria, 
Marsus, who did not think that such a meeting of minds corresponded to 
Roman interests.”*° He came to Tiberias and made an abrupt end of the illus- 
trious gathering. Previously, Marsus had already denounced Agrippa before 
the emperor for building a “third wall” in Jerusalem.”*! 

After a rule of about thirty years over almost the whole territory of his 
grandfather, Agrippa I died completely unexpectedly at the age of only fifty-four 
in Caesarea Maritima.”*” According to Acts 12.20-23 the cities of Sidon and Tyre 
had asked him for an audience and for peace, for he was—for an unspecified 
reason—so angry with them that he had blocked them from food deliveries—for 
example, grain from Galilee. Appearing with much splendor, he let himself be 
flattered by the people: there speaks from him “the voice of a god, not of a man” 
(12.22), as a consequence of which—thus the Lukan version—the angel of God 
struck him with a deadly illness, so that he died quickly, being eaten by worms 
in his living body. Josephus provides a similar portrayal of the end of Agrippa. 


aie Josephus, Ant. 19.331; on Caligula, see Philo, Legat. 268. On this, see Hengel/ 
Schwemer 1998, 377 (ET = 1997, 248-49). 

2” Josephus, Ant. 19.335-377. Cf. also the building inscription of his children Ber- 
enice and Agrippa II; on this, see note 357 below. 

780 Josephus, Ant. 19.338-341. 

281 Josephus, Ant. 19.326-327. These walls were intended to secure the north side of the 
city, where Jerusalem had no natural protection by rocky hillsides. Josephus, J. W. 2.218—219 
says that if this wall had been completed, the Romans would not have been able to take Jeru- 
salem. Its construction was discontinued because of the premature death of Agrippa. 

282 Josephus, J.W. 2.219; Ant. 19.343, 350ff. The exact point in time of Agrippa’s death 
can no longer be determined because Josephus fails to give the name of the emperor for 
whose owtnota the games took place. He presumably died in the winter/spring of 44 CE. 
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Games in honor of “Caesar,” rather than a fight with Sidon and Tyre, are said 
to have been the occasion for the fact that Agrippa appeared in a robe woven 
completely from silver, which shone in the morning sun, so that the “flatterers” 
called him a god.”* Since the king did not reject the flattery, he was seized by an 
illness, from which he—deeply regretting his hybris—died. His subjects gave 
little thanks to Agrippa for his benefactions. His non-Jewish troops, recruited 
from Caesarea and Sebaste, set up statues of his daughters in brothels.*** The 
Jewish subjects reacted to his death after a short reign with the story—preserved 
in Luke and Josephus—that he tolerated the ruler cult as flattery and for pre- 
cisely this reason died the agonizing death of an enemy of God.”*° 

Agrippa left a son, Agrippa (II), whom he had long intended to be his suc- 
cessor, as is evident from his coinage, and who was brought up in Rome—as 
was already the case for his father and for the sons of Herod.”° However, 
since Agrippa II was only seventeen years old at that time, Claudius, against 
his original intention and on the advice of his freedmen and friends, did not 
appoint him as the heir of the kingdom of his father but instead sent Cuspius 
Fadus as procurator to Judaea and to the whole former kingdom.’*’ This was, 
as soon became evident, a fateful political error. The Herodian politics of 
equilibrium with Rome alongside the simultaneous preservation of Jew- 
ish religious identity and of “national interests” would have been the only 


283 Josephus, Ant. 19.345: pavas aveBowv, Vedv MOCOMyOOEVOVTES, EVLEVIC TE 
eins, emréyovtec, ei xal LEYOL VOV Oc AvVOEMmMoV EMoPHONLEV, GAAG tovvtedOEev 
XOElTTIOVA Oe OvYTIS HVOEWS OuoOAOYODLEV. Cf. Klauck 2003b, 251-67, who rightly 
opposes Mason’s hypothesis that Luke uses Josephus as a source (256-57). In reality we 
are dealing with a popular narrative from oral tradition. Josephus and Luke supplement 
each other here. The sickness portrayed in Acts 12.23 is the divine punishment for the 
enemy of God; see Barrett 1994/1998, I: 591-92. 

784 According to Josephus, Ant. 19.356ff., it is the whole population of these cities. 
That Agrippa I erected statues of his daughters in “Gentile” Caesarea at all is one of the 
indications of his “liberal” stance, which hardly corresponded to the Pharisaic strictness 
with regard to the law. Claudius wanted to have the anti-Jewish troops punitively relocated 
to Pontus because of this incident; see Josephus, Ant. 19.364 ff. Cf. section 3.1.5 below. 

285 Acts 12.22-23; Josephus, Ant. 19.345-—350, also refers, however, to the great grief 
of the people with fasting and prayer for the dying king (349). On this, see now Schwemer 
2016. For the torturous death of the enemy of God, cf. Antiochus ITV (2 Macc 9.5—28); 
Judas (Matt 27.5; Acts 1.18; further intensified in Papias with the motifs of pus, stench, 
and worms; see Fragment IJI.2 in Lindemann/Paulsen 1992, 294); Herod I (Josephus, J. W. 
1.656ff.; Ant. 17.168ff.); Titus (tormented to death by a mosquito according to a Jewish 
legend; see b. Git. 56b); cf. also Lactantius, De mortibus persecutorum. 

86 On the coins, cf. the overview in Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 471 n. 1; Meshorer 1967, 
138-41 and 141-51; 1982, I: 250-58; Kokkinos 1998, 286. In a letter that Josephus 
ascribes to Claudius, the emperor designates him as “my friend Agrippa, whom I have 
brought up and now have with me” (Ant. 20.12; trans. L. H. Feldman, LCL, 395). 

aa Josephus, Ant. 19.360-—363. Cf. section 3.1.1 for this decision, which was fateful 
for the subsequent fate of Palestine. 
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traversable way to integrate the Jewish people in the motherland into Roman 
rule. The constantly changing procurators, some of whom were imperial 
freedmen and favorites, were not up to this task. Agrippa II, as successor to 
his father and king of Judaea, would have been able to prevent the outbreak 
of the First Jewish War. 


3.1.5 The Time of the Procurators (44-66 CE) 


Judaea was now a province again, at whose head stood procurators from 
the equestrian class or imperial freedmen. Cuspius Fadus (44-46 CE) first 
settled the open conflict which had broken out between Jews in Peraea and 
the city of Philadelphia because of border controversies and condemned 
an “arch-brigand,” who had made Idumaea unsecure, to death, so that 


from then on all Judaea was purged of robber-bands thanks to the pru- 
dent concern displayed by Fadus.”** 


Likewise, at the beginning of his time in office he demanded that the 
high priestly robe be kept in the Antonia again under Roman custody, but 
allowed a Jewish embassy to present this question to the emperor for his 
decision. With reference to the opinion of the young Agrippa (II), Claudius 
specified that the regulation made by Vitellius should be upheld.” Herod, 
king of Chalcis, received the right to appoint the high priests. Thus, suc- 
ceeding his brother Agrippa I, he was appointed protector of the temple.’” 

The “pseudo-prophet” Theudas arose under Fadus. He led a great 
crowd of people with their possessions to the Jordan with the promise that 
the river would part and the miracle of the entry under Joshua would be 
repeated in the opposite direction. This is the first trek into the wilderness 
under an eschatological prophet”! that we hear about. Fadus prevented this 
“exodus” and sent his cavalry —the followers of Theudas died in the battle 
or were taken captive. Fadus had the head of Theudas brought to Jerusa- 
lem as a trophy.” Josephus designates him as a yonc,’”* but consciously 


288 Josephus, Ant. 20.5 (trans. L. H. Feldman, LCL, 393). 

289 Josephus, Ant. 20.6-14. 

20 Josephus, Ant. 20.15—16. 

a Cf., however, the significance of Isa 40.3 for John the Baptist. See section 9.1.2.1. 
Cf. also 1QS VIII 14. On this, see note 36 in chapter 9. 

29 Josephus, Ant. 20.97ff. On this, cf. the excursus on eschatological prophets in this 
section. 

a “Scoundrel, deceiver, magician, deceptive miracle worker’; the terminus technicus 
occurs for the first time in Jewish Antiquities; cf. Hengel 1989c, 229-33 (GV = 1976c, 
235-36, 238-39), on Theudas and on the trek into the wilderness. 
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avoids mentioning that his adherents were, of course, armed. In the speech 
of Gamaliel, Theudas appears in a historically incorrect sequence before 
Judas the Galilean (Acts 5.36-37) as a prophetic-messianic pretender, and 
the popular movements sparked off by them are compared with that of 
Jesus.?"4 

In Jewish War, Josephus gives a good testimony regarding both Fadus 
and his successor Tiberius Julius Alexander (46-48 CE), 


who by abstaining from all interference with the customs of the country 
kept the nation at peace.’” 


The fact that it could only have been a time of relative tranquility—in a 
similar way as in the sweeping judgment of Tacitus: sub Tiberio quies—in 
comparison to the preceeding and following crises is evident from the 
more detailed report in Jewish Antiquities. For Tiberius Alexander—son 
of the alabarch Alexander and nephew of Philo and thus from the high 
aristocracy of Alexandria,”° who had become an apostate for the sake of 
a promising military-political career””’—his time in office in Judaea was 
a short interlude.””* He had two sons of Judas the Galilean, James and 
Simon, crucified. Josephus does not discuss the specific circumstances, but 
this was surely intended to serve the “tranquility” of the people and scotch 
the political machinations of the “Fourth Party,” which had been stoked by 
a severe supply crisis in Palestine that made food products more expensive 
and severely affected the poorer strata of the population.” Through the 
purchase of grain in Egypt and figs in Cyprus, the pious queen Helena of 
Adiabene (which belonged to the Parthian Empire), who had converted 
to Judaism with her son Izates, alleviated the “great famine,’ which had 
already begun under Fadus and lasted for quite some time*”’ and which 


°4 Cf. Hengel 1989c, 230 n. 8 (GV = 1976c, 236 n. 4). 

2° Josephus, J.W. 2.220 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 409). 

296 He was the son of the Jewish Rothschild of his time. His family possessed not only 
Roman citizenship but also equestrian status. His father managed the assets of Antonia 
Minor, the mother of Claudius (Josephus, Ant. 19.276). Berenice, the sister of Agrippa II, 
married his brother Marcus, who died early. On both of them, see Sullivan 1978. 

?°7 Josephus, Ant. 20.100: tois yao matotoug ox évéuewev OvTOS EOEOLV. 

298 On his career path, cf. Tacitus, Ann. 15.28.3 (Stern 1976-1984, II: 86-87) and 
elsewhere. On this, cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 457-58 n. 8; III/2: 815 n. 14. 

°®? Josephus, Ant. 20.102; cf. Hengel 1989c, 259-60, 332, 345-46 (GV = 1976c, 265, 
338, 352-53, 356); for the dynasty of Judas the Galilean, see notes 52, 208, and 335 in this 
chapter. 

3 Josephus, Ant. 20.101: péyav ALov, which means “great price increase”; cf. Ant. 
20.51-52; Ant. 3.320—321.On the supply crises under Claudius, cf. Riesner 1994, 112-19; 
Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 365-69 (ET = 1997, 240-44). For the “conversion” of the royal 
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also affected the Christian communities in Judaea and especially the com- 
munity in Jerusalem.** 

Already under Cumanus (48—52 CE) the Romans got what was com- 
ing to them for Claudius’ decision not to punitively relocate the anti- 
Jewish auxiliary troops, who had enlisted in Caesarea and Sebaste, to 
Pontus but rather to leave them in the land at their request.°” A soldier 
who was posted on the roof of the porticoes surrounding the forecourt 
provoked the pilgrims in the temple with an obscene gesture at the festival 
of Passover. The procurator did not appease the crowd with an immediate 
punishment of this “blasphemy” but as stones flew had a reinforcement of 
troops march in, so that the fleeing participants in the festival trampled on 
one another in the narrow temple gates and steps and in the streets of the 
city.°°? In the next incident the procurator acted in a very different way: 
“revolutionary” Zealots had attacked and robbed an imperial slave, who 
was presumably transporting duties, in the vicinity of Beth Horon. One 
of the soldiers, who had been sent to carry out a punitive action in the 
surrounding villages, where the insurgents had found support, had torn a 
Torah scroll there and burnt it. This time Cumanus reacted immediately 
to the Jewish complaint by executing the guilty man because of the sacri- 
lege.°“ The extent to which the boldness of the Zealots had increased in 
the meantime became evident when a Galilean festival pilgrim was mur- 
dered in a neighboring Samaritan town, Ginai/Gema (today’s Jenin).*” 
Since Cumanus did not punish the guilty ones, they made a call to arms 
and, under the leadership of zealot guerillas Eleazar ben Dinai*” and 
Alexander, destroyed Samaritan villages. Cumanus attacked with his 
forces and captured many. The leaders of the people, having rushed 
there from Jerusalem, continually begged the rebellious population in 


house of Adiabene, cf. Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 108—9 (ET = 1997, 64). Helena was buried 
in Jerusalem in a magnificent tomb, which Pausanias (8.16.5) mentions and which can still 
be seen today. 

3°! Acts 11.28ff.: the Ayuos LeyYGAN announced by the prophet Agabus leads to a relief 
action of the “disciples” in Antioch for the “brothers in Judaea.” On this, see Hengel/ 
Schwemer 2019. 

3% Cf. note 284 above. 

393 Josephus, J. W. 2.224227; Ant. 20.108-112. 

a Josephus, J.W. 2.228-231; Ant. 20.113-117. Roman law was implacable in 
the case of the crime of sacrilege. The destruction of a Torah scroll was just as weighty 
as the destruction of images of gods or of a temple. 

35 Josephus, J.W. 2.232-246; in Ant. 20.118-136 several pilgrims were killed; cf. 
Hengel 1989c, 346ff. (GV = 1976c, 353ff.). See also section 8.1 with note 20. 

=e Josephus, Ant. 20.121; in the Mishnah (m. Sotah 9.9) this ben Dinai is regarded as 
a great murderer; in Midrash Shir HaShirim 2.18, by contrast, he is a man who wanted to 
liberate Israel. On his imprisonment through Felix, see note 315 below. 
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“sackcloth and ashes” to put down the weapons and managed to get the 
people to return home and the “robbers” to withdraw to their hiding places 
in the Jewish wilderness. As during the Caligula crisis, the province had 
come again to the brink of war. The consequence of these incidents was 
an increasing destabilization. 


Many (of the Jews), however, turned to brigandage, because they had no 
fear of punishment (from that quarter) and predatory raids took place 
throughout the whole country, together with revolts on the part of auda- 
cious people.?” 


The Samaritans asked the governor in Syria, Ummius Quadratus, to pun- 
ish the Jews. He conducted a hearing in Samaria and had some of the main 
guilty people, both Samaritans and Jews, crucified. In Judaea he took even 
more vigorous measures. He had Jewish rebels executed immediately; the 
high priest Ananias, son of Nedebai, and the captain of the temple, Ananus 
(Annas), he sent in chains to Rome. However, Cumanus, with his military 
tribune Celer, the commander of a cohort, and Samaritan nobles, also had to 
give an account before Claudius. Claudius decided in favor of the Jews, on 
behalf of whom Agrippa II had once again spoken.*°* Cumanus was exiled, 
the Samaritans were executed, and, at the order of the emperor, Celer was 
brought back to Jerusalem, driven in an public spectacle through the city, 
and finally beheaded.*” Roman rule attempted to be impartial and to rees- 
tablish equilibrium by strict action against abuses, but it had not been dealt 
a good hand of cards in this regard. After Herod of Chalcis (ca. 48/49 CE) 
had died, Agrippa II received the rule over the area of his uncle Herod in 
the territory of Lebanon and his privilege of appointing the high priests as 
protector of the temple.*’° In 53 CE Claudius gave him the title of king and 
the territory of the former tetrarchy of Philip. Roman procurators, how- 
ever, continued to rule over the Jewish heartland of Judaea and (the larger 
portion of) Galilee, Idumaea, Peraea, and Samaria.*"' 


3°7 Josephus, J. W. 2.238 (trans. Hengel 1989c, 347; GV = 1976c, 354); cf. Ant. 20.124. 

398 Josephus, Ant. 20.135; cf. the beginning of this section. 

3 Josephus, J. W. 2.246; Ant. 20.136. Josephus does not explain why Celer was pun- 
ished in such a disgraceful manner. He was presumably the leader of the cohort responsible 
for the security of the temple during the festival at which the insurrection began, which had 
committed special cruelties against the Jews. 

310 See in detail notes 360-61 below. 

31! On this, cf. section 3.1.6. 
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Cumanus was followed by Antonius Felix (52-59 CE),*” an imperial 
freedman and brother of Pallas, who was a powerful figure at the court of 
Claudius.*!* He was presumably appointed at the request of the high priest 
Jonathan. Under him 


In Judaea matters were constantly going from bad to worse. For the 
country was again infested with bands of brigands and imposters who 
deceived the mob.** 


“Robbers” and “deceivers” are used to speak of the religious-political 
instigators of unrest across their full spectrum from plain bandits, via mod- 
erate and radical Zealots, to eschatological prophets, which now appear 
more frequently. Eleazar ben Dinai was a popular Zealot leader who was 
able to survive for twenty years in the hiding places and caves of the Jew- 
ish wilderness and who presumably took over the leadership of the radical 
resistance movement after the crucifixion of the sons of Judas the Galilean 
by Tiberius Alexander. Felix lured this “robber captain” to Caesarea with 
the assurance of freedom from punishment and then had him transported 
to Rome in chains.*'° The eyewitness Josephus illustrates the growing sup- 
port for the Zealots among the Jewish rural population with the statement 


Of the brigands whom he crucified, and of the common people who were 
convicted of complicity with them and punished by him, the number was 
incalculable.*!° 


Rather than being deterred by the brutal punitive actions and numerous 
crucifixions, they were strengthened in their hatred for the Romans and 
increasingly pressed onto the side of the anti-Roman “freedom movement.” 


312 Felix married the sister of Agrippa II, Drusilla, after he had persuaded her through 
the Jewish magician Atomus to leave her husband, King Azizos of Emesa, who had con- 
verted to Judaism, a “transgression of the law” by Drusilla, which Josephus reproaches; 
see Ant. 20.142-143; cf. Tacitus, Hist. 5.9; Suetonius, Claud. 28. See also Acts 24.24-26 
and note 336 below. 

313 Claudius left the administration of the empire largely to his freedmen. 

| osephus, Ant. 20.160. On the character of Felix, cf. Tacitus, Hist. 5.9: per omnem 
saevitiam ac libidinem ius regium servili ingenio exercuit (“through every cruelty and lust 
he exercised the power of a king with the instincts of a slave”; see Stern 1976-1984, II: 
21, 29); similarly Ann. 12.54 (Stern 1976-1984, I: 76-77; on this, see the commentary on 
78-82). 

315 Josephus, Ant. 20.161. On this, see Hengel 1989c, 349-51 (GV = 1976c, 356-57). 
He is mentioned by Josephus and in the Talmudic literature. See note 306 above. 

316 Josephus, JW. 2.253; cf. Ant. 20.160. 
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At the end of his time in office Felix appears to have given up on the 
pacification of the land through continual fighting against the radical insti- 
gators of unrest together with their sympathizers and supporters. On the 
contrary, via a bribed middleman he himself now made use of the Sicarti 
to have the former high priest Jonathan, son of Annas, murdered, who pos- 
sessed good relations with Rome and had criticized Felix’s conducting of 
his office*'’ Radical Zealots had now adopted a new tactic. They no longer 
did away with their opponents only in the country but now also in Jerusa- 
lem, where they mixed themselves, “daggers under their clothing,” among 
the festival pilgrims, and could carry out their murders in secret and with- 
out punishment in the midst of crowds of people even in the temple area.*"® 


EXCURSUS 
Eschatological Prophets 


At the same time, under Felix and his successors there was a further increase 
of “false” prophets, who led their droves into the wilderness, for 


there God would give to them miraculous signs that announce freedom.?”” 


While the hands of these deceivers of the people were clean, since they did 
not stain them with murder, they made no less a contribution to the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem than the Sicarii. In accordance with the apocalyptic notion 
that the last things will occur as the first things,*”° they led their followers to 
the east over the Jordan into the wilderness, as the Israelites, led by Moses, 


>!7 Josephus, J.W. 2.256; Ant. 20.163-164. On this, see Hengel 1989c, 351-52 (GV = 
1976c, 357-58); contrast Gabba 1999, 145. 

318 The Greek OlxcGoetot is a Latinism (sicarius; see Georges 2003, II: 2650: “assas- 
sin, bandit”) and is derived from the weapon sica, “dagger.” It is not an originally Jewish 
designation for a group and is used by Josephus, in Jewish War, especially for the followers 
of Judas the Galilean. Josephus, J.W. 2.254ff. (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 423): “...a 
new species of banditti was springing up in Jerusalem, the so-called sicarii, who com- 
mitted murders in broad daylight in the heart of the city. The festivals were their special 
seasons, when they would mingle with the crowd, carrying short daggers concealed under 
their clothing, with which they stabbed their enemies. . . . The panic created was more 
alarming than the calamity itself; every one, as on the battlefield, hourly expecting death.” 
Cf. the explanation of the word sica in Ant. 20.186. On this, see Hengel 1989c, 46-47 (GV 
= 1976c, 47-48 and elsewhere). 

319 Josephus, J. W. 2.259; cf. Ant. 20.167-168. 

320 Barnabas 6.13: “And the Lord says: ‘Behold, I make the last things as the first” 
(trans. Holmes 2002). On the rabbinic principle “as the first redeemer (Moses), so the last 
redeemer (the Messiah)” (Qohelet Rabbah 1.28 and elsewhere), cf. Jeremias 1967c (GV = 
1942, 864-65). 
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had trekked out of slavery in Egypt through the Reed Sea into the wilder- 
ness. The last zealot defenders of the upper city in Jerusalem also wanted to 
make this “trek into the wilderness” when Titus exhorted them to surrender 
after the destruction of the temple in 70 CE: 


To this they replied that they could not accept a pledge from him, having 
sworn never to do so; but they asked permission to pass through his line of 
circumvallation with their wives and children, undertaking to retire to the 
desert and to leave the city to him.*”! 


The hope that the eschatological salvation would dawn in the wilderness was 
given by Old Testament prophecy and had already been a living hope again for 
some time.*” Josephus is careful to reproduce the promises of these prophets 
in direct speech. He only emphasizes their announcements: that the crowds 
of people in the wilderness would see the tégata wal onpeta, the signs and 
wonders, of the wilderness trek of Israel as signs of the dawning freedom. 

A writing that more likely reflects the Pharisaic expectations for the end- 
time and not directly the zealot hopes, the Lives of the Prophets, preserves 
for us such eschatological predictions from the time before 70 CE, which had 
grown from the Old Testament prophecy and were attributed to the Old Testa- 
ment prophets. According to the Life of Jeremiah, the people will flee to Sinai 
in the end-time before the enemy of the end and there, after the “first resur- 
rection” of the ark of the covenant, will receive the law again from Moses 
and Aaron. As he once prophesied the downfall to Nineveh, the prophet 
Jonah promises that Jerusalem will also be leveled by its enemies.*** In the 
Life of the prophet Zechariah, Zechariah not only knew of the rebuilding of 
the temple after the exile but also that this temple would be destroyed by a 
people from the west, i.e., the Romans, but that the new temple would then 
be revealed at Sinai, where Moses had already erected the first sanctuary.°4 


oat Josephus, J.W. 6.351; cf. 366 on the oath not to surrender oneself; on this, see 
Hengel 1989c, 254-55 (GV = 1976c, 260-61). The defenders of Masada had contacts with 
Jerusalem; cf. note 391 in this chapter. The Romans granted free passage to those who 
occupied Machaerus—presumably into the wilderness (Josephus, J.W. 7.205—206). 

322 Cf. the discussion of Theudas at the beginning of section 3.1.5. The Samaritan 
prophet who wanted to find the temple vessels on Gerizim is an analogous case (see note 
120 in chapter 4). Cf. also the quotation of Isa 40.3 in 1QS VIII 14 and on John the Bap- 
tist in section 9.1.2.1. See further Hengel 1989c, 230-37, 249-55 (GV = 1976c, 236-43, 
255-61), on the different reasons for the withdrawal into the wilderness since the time of 
the Maccabees. 

33 Lives of the Prophets 10.8. On the sign of Jonah in Luke 11.29; 19.42-44; Matt 
12.39; 16.4, cf. Mittmann-Richert 2000, 169-70. 

3°4 The Life of the prophet Zechariah ben Jehoiada (cf. 2 Chr 24.21) evaluates the 
fate of the Second Temple in a correspondingly negative way. The murder of the prophet 
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The Lives of the Prophets do not reckon with the appearance of new 
prophets, but the catastrophes of the end-time break in, as the prophets once 
predicted. The leaders of the people in the end-time will again be Moses, “‘the 
chosen of God” (Liv. Pro. 2.11), Aaron, and Jeremiah. The Messiah plays a 
subordinate military role here. He will only bring an end to the rule of the 
Ptolemies.*” 

The new prophets—who arose before and in the First Jewish War in the 
tension-filled decades that were filled with eschatological hopes, when 
the zeal for the law, the struggle against all pagan uncleanness, and the hatred 
of the Roman-pagan foreign rule continued to increase —can, in some cases, 
be clearly assigned to the type of the Moses redivivus in fulfillment of Deut 
18.15. This is the case for the Samaritan prophet in 35/36 CE, against whose 
followers Pilate took action,*”° and for Theudas, whose endeavor Fadus had 
crushed.*”’ Additional prophets enticed crowds of people into the wilderness 
with similar promises in the fifties. The expectation of freedom from the 
Roman yoke and the rejection of the Roman overlordship connected these 
prophetic movements with the Zealots, and for precisely this reason the proc- 
urators also took action against them. Zealot freedom fighters could withdraw 
with their followers for decades into inaccessible rock caves in the Jewish 
wilderness. This is why, for example, Felix was only able to capture Eleazar 
ben Dinai through deceit. The attempt of an exodus of the people that was 
analogous to the model of the exodus under the leadership of Moses would 
have to disturb the order of the province. Therefore, here too the procurators 
felt compelled to intervene militarily. The Markan “apocalypse” around 69/70 
warns against being led astray by “pseudo-Messiahs” and “false-prophets,” 
who “produce signs and wonders to lead astray the elect,’ which Matthew 
then supplements with the warning “Even if they say to you, behold (the 
Messiah) is in the wilderness, do not go out; behold in the wilderness caves 
(tapeioic), do not believe (it).”*’8 This warning appears to be a recollection 
of the fate of those people who let themselves be convinced by these prophets 
and deceivers of the people that in the wilderness 


they would show them unmistakable marvels and signs that would be 
wrought in harmony with God’s design. Many were, in fact, persuaded and 


continues to weigh on the house of David and on the temple, where this murder took place. 
Therefore the divinatorial power of the priesthood fails in every respect. 

325 On the Lives of the Prophets, see Schwemer 1995/1996; 1997. 

36 See note 120 in chapter 4. 

27 Cf. note 292 above. 

3°8 Mark 13.22; Matt 24.26; cf. Hengel 1989c, 232 (GV = 1976c, 238); Hengel 2002, 
406 n. 385. 
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paid the penalty of their folly; for they were brought before Felix and he 
punished them.*” 


Felix had the followers of these prophets executed, for with their often-armed 
exoduses they revolted against Rome and withdrew from their obligations 
as Roman subjects, namely their work and with it their payment of taxes.**° 
The “Egyptian,” i.e.,a Jew from the Egyptian diaspora, was such an impres- 
sive and initially successful figure that he—like Judas the Galilean and 
Theudas—is mentioned not only by Josephus but also explicitly by Luke. 


A still worse blow was dealt at the Jews by the Egyptian false prophet. 
A charlatan, who had gained for himself the reputation of a prophet, this 
man appeared in the country, collected a following of about thirty thou- 
sand dupes, and led them by a circuitous route from the desert to the mount 
called the mount of Olives. From there he proposed to force an entrance into 
Jerusalem and, after overpowering the Roman garrison, to set himself up as 
a tyrant of the people.**! 


Further details are contained in the parallel account in Jewish Antiquities. 
This Egyptian declared that at his command the walls of Jerusalem would 
fall—as had once been the case with the walls of Jericho. The numbers are 
somewhat more realistic here. Felix came ahead of this Messianic pretendent 
with infantry and cavalry, killed four hundred of his followers, and captured 
two hundred. The Egyptian himself was able to flee, for which reason his sud- 
den return was expected.**” In Jewish War, by contrast, Josephus stresses that 
“the whole people” participated in the defense, which is entirely improbable 
and betrays the apologetic tendency of the historian. Presumably, this speci- 
fication was restricted to the influential portion of the Jerusalem population, 
which derived great advantages from the Pax Romana, for this alone guar- 
anteed the importance of Jerusalem as an international pilgrim city and the 
prosperity that was obtained thereby. Those who were deceived to fall away 
from Rome by the “false prophets” could easily be destroyed, while the “rob- 
bers,” i.e., the zealot guerillas, continued to incite the people to war against 
Rome and destroyed the villages that opposed them.*** Even Luke alludes to 


32° Josephus, Ant. 20.168. 

°° CF, Schwartz 1992, 29-43 (35). On “anachoresis,” cf. Hengel 1989c, 33-34, 249-50 
(GV = 1976c, 34, 255). 

331 Josephus, J.W. 2.261-262 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 425). The number is 
exaggerated. 

332 Josephus, Ant. 20.172: d@avijc éyéveto; this could be interpreted with reference 
to a miraculous translation and with reference to his coming again. 

333 Josephus, Ant. 20.172. 
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this event, which threw the city into agitation. After the Roman soldiers of the 
Antonia had rescued Paul from the threatening mob justice of the crowd, 
the commander of the cohort of the city, Claudius Lysias, surprised at his 
knowledge of Greek, asked the apostle in Acts 21.38: “Then you are not the 
Egyptian who led four thousand Sicarii into the wilderness?” 

Since Pompey’s conquest, when many priests died or were enslaved, not 
only the Jewish violators of the law but also Roman abuses threatened the 
temple, which gave rise to the expectation of the eschatological redemption 
in the wilderness. But as they concentrated on the wilderness, so the escha- 
tological hopes continued to concentrate also on the sanctuary in Jerusalem, 
above all in the time of the revolt, when the temple unexpectedly fell quickly 
into zealot hands.** After its destruction by the Romans, the eschatological 
hope was oriented again to the wilderness.** 


Felix’s delaying tactics in the trial of Paul cast a revealing light upon his 
dispensation of justice. According to Luke, he does not let himself be 
impressed by the accusations of the high priest Ananias and his rhetorician 
Tertullus. By contrast, he is not uninterested in the person of the accused, 
whom he hears multiple times (also in the presence of his wife Drusilla), 
while regarding him and the “sect” of the Christians, as his predecessors 
since Pilate already had, as politically harmless. However, he continues to 
keep him in custody in the hope of receiving a sizable bribe and eventually 
hands him over—because this hope proves to be deceptive—as a prisoner 
to his successor Festus.**° The young Josephus, as the leader of a Jewish 
embassy to Rome in 63/64 CE, was able, with the support of Poppaea, the 
pro-Jewish wife of Nero, to secure the release of some priests whom Felix 
had arrested “for small and far-fetched reasons” and had sent to Rome in 
order to give an account of themselves before the emperor.°?’ 

Near the end of Felix’s time in office unrests broke out in Caesarea 
Maritima. A controversy over citizenship rights arose between the Jewish 


334 Hengel 1989c, 240-45 (GV = 1976c, 246-51). 

335 Josephus, J.W. 6.351 (see the beginning of this excursus). However, the hope for 
the rebuilding of the temple by no means died out. In the legend of the zealot messianic 
pretender Menahem ben Hezekiah (see section 3.1.7 below) the sentence “If the temple 
was destroyed for his sake, it will be rebuilt for his sake” stands at the center. Cf. Schwemer 
1994; Himmelfarb 2002. 

336 Acts 24.1-27. Luke characterizes the married couple in Acts 24.24-25 (see note 
312 above): it is said that Paul spoke with them about righteousness, (sexual) self-control, 
and the future judgment. 

337 Josephus, Life 13-16. Presumably these priests, whose piety Josephus emphasizes, 
had failed to make Felix more gracious through bribes. Their offense is not explained. Like 
Jonathan, they probably criticized the way Felix carried out his office. For the translation, 
see Siegert 2001, 27, 29. 
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and the “Syrian,” i.e., pagan-Hellenistic inhabitants.*** Stones flew once 
again and Felix intervened in favor of the “Syrians” and allowed Jewish 
houses to be plundered. However, at the request of the moderate and aris- 
tocratic Jewish inhabitants he called off the action of the military. Later, 
when his successor Festus had already taken office, a Jewish embassy 
attempted to complain about the action of Felix before Nero. The emperor, 
however, reacted with the denial of equal citizenship rights for the Jews, 
which is said to have been a cause for the outbreak of the war.**? 

Porcius Festus (59-ca. 62 CE) found Judaea in very bad condition. 
It was full of “Sicarii,’”**° who even dared to burn down larger villages if 
the inhabitants were not willing to support their fight against the Roman 
overlords. 


Festus . . . proceeded to attack the principal plague of the country: he 
captured large numbers of the brigands and put not a few to death.*"! 


However, he also intervened militarily against a “false prophet” and his 
followers, to whom the false prophet had promised salvation (Owtn- 
oia) from the evil conditions of the present if they followed him into the 
wilderness.*” 

After multiple hearings, to which he had also drawn Agrippa II and 
his sister Berenice as experts in Jewish-religious questions, the procurator 
sent Paul—who, after he had already waited on his trial for two years as a 
prisoner in Caesarea, now appealed to Caesar—to Rome in the autumn of 
59 CE.** After only two years Festus died in the province. 

His successor was Albinus (62-64 CE). However, before Albinus 
arrived in the province, the high priest and leading Sadducee Annas II, the 
youngest son of Annas I (whom we know from the passion narrative), used 
the vacancy of the seat and had James, the brother of the Lord, and other 
leading Jewish Christians stoned as lawbreakers.*4 Against this usurpa- 
tion of authority—the high priest and the advisory council, the Sanhedrin, 


any osephus, Ant. 20.173: ioomoAteta. There were similar tensions in Alexandria and 
in Antioch. Cf. Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 287ff. (ET = 1997, 186ff.). 

Se osephus, Ant. 20.182ff. Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 467, by contrast, partly follows the 
presentation in J.W. 2.270—271, 284. 

an Josephus, Ant. 20.186. On this, cf. note 318 above. 

a Josephus, J.W. 2.271 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 429). 

342 Josephus, Ant. 20.188. 

343 Acts 25.1-27.1. For the dating of the change from Felix to Festus, see Meshorer 
1982, II: 183. Cf. Reiser 2000, 472, on the departure of Paul in 59 CE. For the course of 
the ship journey, see Reiser 200 1a. 

344 Josephus, Ant. 20.200: w>¢ magavounodvtwv. On this, see Hengel 2002, 551-57. 
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which was called by him contrary to the law, did not have the authority 
of capital punishment**°—Pharisees protested before Agrippa II and sent 
a delegation to Alexandria to meet Albinus, which informed him about 
this incident. The new procurator reacted with indignation. For this reason 
Annas II was deposed by Agrippa after only three months in office.**° He 
continued, however, to be politically influential as a former high priest and 
head of the Sadducean party. 

Albinus is said to have continued the corrupt politics of Felix. While 
the latter had let himself be bribed in secret, Albinus openly extorted 
money whenever he could get it: 


“there was no form of villainy which he omitted to practice. Not only did 
he, in his official capacity, steal and plunder private property and bur- 
den the whole nation with extraordinary taxes, but he accepted ransoms 
from their relatives on behalf of those who had been imprisoned for rob- 
bery by the local councils or by former prosecutors; and the only persons 
left in gaol as malefactors were those who failed to pay the price.’**’ 


However, a prophet of disaster, who announced the downfall of the 
city and of the temple with loud cries four years prior to the beginning of 
the First Jewish War, had been released again by Albinus, after a flogging, 
as a madman. This narrative is an important analogy for the understand- 
ing of the trial of Jesus.*** Albinus is said to have accepted bribes from 
both parties, the Zealots and those who were committed to peace. The 
former high priest Ananias son of Nebedeus likewise secured his position 
of power with “gifts” to Albinus and to the officiating high priest Jesus, 
son of Damneus.*”” The high priestly families profited from the general 
breakdown of law and order, for they had their slaves take the tithes from 
the threshing floor, which belonged to the poorer priests, and at the same 
time maintained private gangs that they used to fight among one another.*”° 


345 On this, see 20.2.1 for discussion of this question with regard to the trial of Jesus. 

346 Josephus, Ant. 20.197-203. The oi neo tod VouoV dxotBeic (201) were evidently 
anti-Sadducean Pharisees. 

and Josephus, J.W. 2.272—273 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 429, 431). 

sata | osephus, J. W. 6.305. On this, cf. section 19.2 on the trial of Jesus before Pilate. 

349 Ananias was appointed by Herod of Chalcis and was in office ca. 47-59 CE (Jose- 
phus, Ant. 20.103, 131; cf. J.W. 2.243). He was the high priest who conducted the accusa- 
tion against Paul (Acts 23.2ff.). He was murdered by the Zealots at the very beginning 
of the revolt (Josephus, J.W. 2.429, 441). For his trial in Rome before Claudius, see the 
previous discussion in this section. For his notable career, see Kokkinos 1998, 324 n. 201. 

350 Josephus, Ant. 20.180—181 (already under Felix); 20.206-207, 213 (under Albi- 
nus). By contrast, J.W. 2.274ff. mentions only zealot “brigand chiefs.” See the satirical 
song against the leading high priestly families in note 226 above. 
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Ananias, son of Nebedeus, held the upper hand due to his wealth, but 
members of the Herodian family were also active as “gang leaders,” for 
they surrounded themselves with strong bodyguards.*! When “Sicarii” 
abducted the secretary of the captain of the temple Eleazar, who was him- 
self a son of the high priest Ananias, they were able to obtain from Albinus 
the release of ten imprisoned Zealots.*°? 

As a“‘farewell gift” to the population of the province, Albinus emptied 
the prisons by condemning the prisoners who were clearly guilty of death, 
while releasing all others for a corresponding sum of (bribery) money: 


Thus the prison was cleared of inmates and the land was infested with 
brigands.**° 


Gessius Florus (64—66 CE) proved to be the straw that broke the camel’s 
back. In comparison with him Albinus was a benefactor, an GyaOMtatTOS. 
Since his wife was friends with the empress Poppaea, no one dared to 
protest against him in Rome. He plundered entire cities and made com- 
mon cause with brigands as long as they shared the plunder with him. 
With reference to him the rhetorically intensifying accusation of Josephus 
reaches its high point: 


Certainly his avarice brought desolation upon all the cities, and caused 
many to desert their ancestral haunts and seek refuge in foreign provinces.*4 


This also brought an end to the return from the diaspora, which had begun 
during the time of peace under Herod I. Josephus stresses in an exagger- 
ated manner the greed of the procurators in order to emphasize and explain 
why the radicals were able to gain the upper hand, so that even well-to-do 
members of the upper stratum, who were previously loyal to Rome, joined 
the fight for freedom (on J. W. 2.308, see below). In this way he attempts to 
exonerate his own people. On the basis of a prophetic oracle, the primitive 
Jerusalem community also migrated at that time—either before or during 
the outbreak of the war—to Pella, a Hellenistic city in the Jordan Plain, 
which the rebels were not able to conquer.**° 


aot Josephus, Ant. 20.214: Costobar and Saul. 

352 Josephus, Ant. 20.208ff.; cf. Hengel 1989c, 353-54 (GV = 1976c, 360). 

353 Josephus, Ant. 20.215 (trans. L. H. Feldman, LCL, 503). 

354 Josephus, J.W. 2.279 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 433); Ant. 20.252-257; 
Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 470; cf. Schréder 1996, 63-64. 

*°° Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.5.2-3: (3). Cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 498. There is no rea- 
son for doubting this information, which probably comes from the apologist Ariston of 
Pella around 140 CE. On this, see in greater detail Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 
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3.1.6 Agrippa II (52-92/93 CE) 


Like his father, Agrippa II held, in addition to the title of king, the byname 
the “great” and was likewise a loyal “friend of Caesar’**® and “friend of 
Rome.”**’ He was raised in Rome and stayed at the court of Claudius at the 
death of his father.** When his uncle Herod of Chalcis died (ca. 48/49 CE), 
he received his kingdom, but in 51/52 he was in Rome again when the 
case of Cumanus was tried.* This inheritance was connected with supervi- 
sion of the Jerusalem temple,*® i.e., he had, like his uncle before him, the 
right to appoint and depose the high priests and to authorize construction 
works on the temple. This control over the temple gave him a close rela- 
tionship to Jerusalem, for through it he could involve himself in the inner 
issues of the province of Judaea**' and at the same time regard himself as 
the representative of the interests of all the Jews. In the twelfth year of his 
reign (52/53 CE), Claudius gave him, in place of Chalcis, a much more 
important region, which encompassed the former tetrarchy of Philip and of 
Lysanias,*” and it was at the latest during this time that Agrippa came to the 
east for good. From Nero he additionally received the rich Galilean cities 
of Tiberias and Tarichaea (= Magdala) on the Lake of Gennesaret as well as 
the strategically significant Gamla in the Gaulanitis and Julias in Peraea.*® 

While his relationship with Felix was probably rather cool,*™ in 59 CE 
he traveled with his sister to welcome Festus to Caesarea, where they also 
had the opportunity to take part in an examination of Paul.*® It was pre- 


car @ Josephus, Life 33; see further the next note. 

357 Josephus, Life 408. The inscription OGIS nr. 419 contains his full title (Boffo 
1994, 334-37 nr. 40): Eni Baowéws peycdou Ayoinna Puioxaloagos EvoeBots nat 
Piroempulijov, tod éx Paoiéws peyadrov Ayoinna Piroxatoagog EtvoeBotc 
xOL [Pi]AoQWpatou ...; on wéeyas in OGIS nr. 420, 422, 425 and elsewhere, cf. Boffo 
1994, 336 n. 9. On the use of the title xbotoc for Agrippa I and Agrippa II in OGIS nr. 
418, OGIS nr. 425, and elsewhere, see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 199 (ET = 1997, 120-21, 
394 n. 634-35); cf. further the excursus on Agrippa II in Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 471-83; 
Kokkinos 1998, 317-40. 

358 Cf, note 286 in this chapter on Josephus, Ant. 20.9-12; on his Greek education, 
which he, like all the members of the Herodian house, possessed, see Josephus, Life 359. 

359 On this, see section 3.1.5. 

360 Josephus, Ant. 20.15-16, 222. 

°6! Cf. Kokkinos 1998, 319. 

362 Josephus, Ant. 20.138; cf. J.W. 2.421. 

363 Josephus, Ant. 20.159; cf. J.W. 2.252. 

i © Oe osephus, Ant. 20.143: the sisters Drusilla (married to Felix) and Berenice, who 
long held a position of power at the court of their unmarried brother Agrippa II, did not get 
along with each other. 

365 Acts 25.13-27; 26.1-32. Agrippa II and Berenice appeared at the hearing WETOL 
TOMAS davtactas (25.23), i.e., with a great retinue. Cf. also note 343 in this chapter. 
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sumably not only due to the curiosity of the king and as a result of a ges- 
ture of the politeness of the procurator that they did so, for Agrippa I 
was, after all, the protector of the temple, where Paul had been saved from 
the mob justice of an incensed crowd only through the intervention of the 
Roman commander of the Antonia. He was accused of bringing a Gentile 
into the temple in violation of the law. Charged by the temple aristocracy 
before Felix and Festus with sacrilege, he appealed to Caesar in order to 
avoid being sentenced in Jerusalem. 

Agrippa II remained unmarried and childless. His sister Berenice 
lived with him after the death of her uncle and husband Herod of Chalcis. 
In order to avoid the rumor that she had an incestuous relationship with her 
brother, she married King Polemon of Cilicia around 64 CE, but she soon 
left him again, for we find her in Jerusalem at the beginning of the revolt 
and then as mistress at the side of the much younger Titus.*® The two ulti- 
mately had to refrain from marrying for political reasons.*° 

In Jerusalem Agrippa II possessed, in addition to property,*°* above 
all the Hasmonean-Herodian palace, which he expanded in such a manner 
that from his dining room he had an open view of the inner temple pre- 
cincts and in this way could reinforce his oversight of the temple. This led 
to controversy with the priesthood, who blocked the view of the king with 
a high wall and at the same time made it impossible for the Roman guard 
posts—which were set up during the festivals on the western portico—to 
look into the temple courts. Festus was no less enraged than Agrippa II. He 
ordered that the wall be torn down, but then granted the petition of the high 
priesthood, who sent a delegation led by the high priest Ishmael ben Phiabi 
and Helcias, the treasurer of the temple. Due to the advocacy of his wife 
Poppaea, who was a sympathizer with the Jewish religion, Nero decided 
in favor of the priesthood.* 


*6 Josephus, Ant. 20.145-146; J.W. 2.310-314 (on this, see section 3.1.7 below); 
Juvenal, Sat. 6.156—-160; she becomes Titus’ lover in 70 CE; see Tacitus, Hist. 2.2. On 
Berenice, cf. Stern 1976-1984, I: 514 (commentary on Quintilian, /nst. 4.1.19); Schiirer 
1973-1987, I: 474; Kokkinos 1998, 329-30. 

367 Suetonius, Tit. 7.1: insignem reginae Berenices amorem, cui etiam nuptias pol- 
licitus ferebatur (“his extraordinary love for the Queen Berenice, to whom he is said to 
have even promised matriage’’); 7.2: Berenicen statim ab urbe dimisit invitus invitam (“He 
immediately sent Berenice away from Rome, against his and her will’). Cf. Cassius Dio 
65.15.4. 

368 Cf. the “vineyard of Agrippa” in 4 Bar. 3.14, in which, at the behest of the prophet 
Jeremiah, Abimelech, outside of the city, may “oversleep” its destruction. 

369 Tn Ant. 20.189-196 Josephus calls her Oeooefic, cf. Life 16. Poppaea kept Ish- 
mael ben Phiabi and Helcias as hostages at her court. Ishmael was later beheaded at the 
outbreak of the First Jewish War in Cyrene. J.W. 6.114. Cf. Kokkinos 1998, 201. 
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In about 59 CE Agrippa I had appointed Ishmael ben Phiabi as high 
priest (ca. 59-61 CE), then, two years later, Joseph Kabi (ca. 61-62 CE), 
son of the high priest Simon, then Annas II (ca. 62 CE for three months), 
who was followed by Jesus, son of Damneus (ca. 62—63 CE), who was, 
in turn, replaced by Jesus, son of Gamaliel (ca. 63-64 CE). The last high 
priest before the outbreak of the war was Matthias, son of Theophilus 
(ca. 65 CE).°” Agrippa II was apparently not interested in social ques- 
tions, for he did not intervene against the robbery of the poorer priests by 
the former high priest Ananias, but when Annas II had James, the brother 
of Jesus, and some other Christians stoned he reacted immediately. With 
this action he did a favor for the party of the Pharisees, which was out- 
raged over the execution of the law-observant James, and at the same time 
preempted an intervention of the new procurator, who could have sent 
Annas II, indeed even as a prisoner, to Rome.*” 

Just as Agrippa II had upset the priesthood with his comfortable view- 
ing place over the temple precincts, so he snubbed them with privileges 
that he granted to the Levites. The latter were now permitted, just like the 
priests, to wear white linen clothes and received more independence in 
the liturgy of the psalmnody, an offense against the “ancestral laws,” which 
Josephus, as a priest, reprimands and specifies as one of the reasons for the 
destruction of the temple.*”* He rejected the proposal to tear down a temple 
portico of the outer forecourt from the Hasmonean period—the “portico of 
Solomon,” which is also known from the New Testament— and to replace 
it with a more magnificent new construction as a way of providing ongoing 
employment for the people who were working on the construction of the 
temple, and he instead had the streets of Jerusalem paved with marble.*” 
Agrippa II enlarged his capital city of Caesarea Philippi and refounded 
it as Neronias. Like his father and grandfather, he was active as a builder 
and benefactor in the Syrian cities. The Roman colony of Beirut received 
another theater and numerous statues, including copies of famous older 


370 He incorporated in rapid sequence the families of Phiabi (Ishmael), Kamith 
(Joseph), Boethus (Jesus, son of Gamaliel), and the clan of Annas twice (Annas II and 
Theophilus), after he had initially left the powerful Ananias, son of Nebedeus, in office. For 
the affiliation of the high priestly families, see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 231-32, 234. For the 
yearly sequence of high priests, see the reference in John 11.49. It did not, however, apply 
to Caiaphas. 

371 Cf. the case of Ananias, mentioned in section 3.1.5. 

372 Josephus, Ant. 20.216-218. Josephus does not provide more exact details about 
this liturgical reform. He says only that the singers recited the psalms (Wuvot) from mem- 
ory. On the temple singers, see also m. Mid. 2.5; m. Tamid 5.6; 7.4. 

373 Josephus, Ant. 20.219-222. Cf. Acts 3.11; John 10.23: place of the teaching of 
Jesus and of the apostles. 
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works, as well as annual games with generous gifts of grain and oil to the 
population, which evoked the envy of his Jewish subjects in Palestine.*”* 

During the Jewish revolt against Rome in 66-73 CE Agrippa II 
always placed himself on the side of the Romans. His troops fought 
together with those of Vespasian and Titus against the Jewish insurgents. 
Josephus places a speech in his mouth at the beginning of the revolt, 
which begins and ends with the key word “peace.’?” He has Agrippa 
praise the benefits of the Pax Romana and recall to memory the history of 
the people. Even though this speech is designed by Josephus and reflects 
in retrospect the catastrophe of the destruction of the temple, it probably 
does in fact correspond to Agrippa’s intention. The two men knew each 
other personally, and Josephus proudly mentions that he received sixty- 
two letters from the king, which confirmed, in his view, the reliability of 
his historical presentation.*”° 

Agrippa presumably died in 92/93 or 100 CE.°” He was the last of the 
Herodian Jewish kings, and his domain was added to the province of Syria. 


3.1.7 The First Jewish War (66-73 CE) 


At the end of Jewish Antiquities Josephus discusses again in retrospect the 
causes of the outbreak of the revolt and at the same time justifies his own 
participation. The war appears here as a suicidal act of desperation: 


It was Florus who constrained us to take up war with the Romans, for we 
preferred to perish together rather than by degrees.°”8 


374 Josephus, Ant. 20.212 speaks of utooc, hate. On the buildings of Herod I and 
Agrippa I in Beirut, see Josephus, J.W. 1.422; Ant. 19.335ff.; on the Latin (!) inscription in 
the Roman colony of Beirut (AE 1928 nr. 82), which attests the renovation of the buildings 
of her grandfather by “Regina Berenice” and Agrippa II, see Boffo 1994, 338-42 nr. 41. 

ae Josephus, J.W. 2.345, 401. On this, see section 3.1.7 below. 

376 Josephus, Life 364-367; cf. 362 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 133, 135): “To 
many others also I immediately presented my History, some of whom had taken part in the 
war, such as King Agrippa and certain of his relatives.” 

377 Ror the late dating, see Kokkinos 1998, 396-400; cf., against this, Schiirer 
1973-1987, I: 473 n. 8; in detail Mason 2001, xv—xix. 

378 Antiquities 20.257 (trans. L. H. Feldman, LCL, 525), which corresponds to Tacitus, 
Hist. 5.10.1 (trans. C. H. Moore, LCL, 193): duravit tamen patientia Iudaeis usque ad Ges- 
sium Florum procuratorem (“Still the Jews’ patience lasted until Gessius Florus became 
procurator’). Cf. the commentary in Stern 1976-1984, II: 53ff. In books 18-20 of Jewish 
Antiquities Josephus firmly advocates the Jewish standpoint, which differs significantly 
from the standpoint of Jewish War, which had been written on the commission of Vespa- 
sian and Titus. 
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The first cause of the open outbreak of the war was an incident that took 
place in Caesarea Maritima—where the situation was already extremely 
tense ever since the decision of Nero that was unfavorable to the Jews—in 
66 CE, when the synagogue was desecrated by a pagan bird offering. The 
local equestrian commander was not able to bring an end to the unrest, and 
the Jewish population fled from the city. The rich, moderate Jews, who had 
already attempted previously to gain Florus’ favor with a “gift” of eight 
talents, went to him in Sebaste and petitioned him—with the wealthy tax 
farmer John at the head of them—for help, but he had them arrested. In 
order to collect the missing taxes, Florus at the same time confiscated sev- 
enteen talents from the temple treasury—an amount that was not unbear- 
able in itself?”—which gave rise to unrest in Jerusalem. Here he did not 
hear again the arguments of the pro-Roman aristocratic leaders of the 
people but allowed the city to be plundered and had peaceful inhabitants, 
including women and children, killed. 


The calamity was aggravated by the unprecedented character of the 
Romans’ cruelty. For Florus ventured that day to do what none had ever 
done before, namely to scourge before his tribunal and nail to the cross 
men of equestrian rank, men who, if Jews by birth, were at least invested 
with that Roman dignity.**° 


These aristocratic Jews were, as Roman citizens, presumably on account 
of their great assets, elevated to equestrian status and came either from 
Jerusalem or from Caesarea. It is possible that they were returning emi- 
grants from Rome or Alexandria. The tax farmer John probably belonged 
to them. They were members of that wealthy stratum, which was in itself 
pro-Roman and which had promoted the Hellenization and Romanization 
of Palestine against the radical powers. Even when Berenice, the sister of 
Agrippa I, petitioned Florus for moderation, she achieved nothing and 
only brought her own life into danger.**' In the end, the high priests ini- 
tially managed once again to mediate and to calm the people, but Florus 
had more troops brought in with the purpose of penetrating the temple 
area and establishing a connection to the occupying forces in the Antonia. 


° Cf. Matt 18.24. 

380 Josephus, J. W. 2.308 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 443). Cf. Hengel 1977a, 26; 
see further the accusation against Piso in a resolution of the senate, recorded in an inscrip- 
tion, which charges him with having a centurion, who was a Roman citizen, crucified in 
Antioch (copy A of the inscription, column II, line 51-52; copy B, column I, line 42); see 
Eck/Caballos/Gémez 1996, 13, 26, 42-43, 170: “A Roman citizen was only crucified in 
exceptional cases.” 

38! Josephus, J. W. 2.309-314. 
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However, the “people” resisted and from the roofs bombarded the soldiers, 
who were not able to advance in the narrow streets because of the crowds 
of people. The insurgents tore down the porticos that connected the Anto- 
nia with the temple in order to make it impossible for Florus to access the 
temple treasury. Florus withdrew to Caesarea with the troops that in Jeru- 
salem had so violently proceeded against and plundered the population. 
The leaders of the city and Berenice informed Cestius Gallus, the governor 
of Syria, of the events by letter, and Florus, in turn, complained before 
him about the deterioration of the province.*” Cestius Gallus, however, 
did not intervene militarily but sent only his legate Neapolitanus to Jerusa- 
lem to evaluate the situation. He met with Agrippa II, who was returning 
from Alexandria, in Jerusalem, after they had already spoken with the high 
priests about the situation.** 

With his speech (see the end of section 3.1.6) Agrippa attempted to 
calm the tempers on all sides and warned that an armed national uprising 
against the procurator and a refusal to pay taxes would inevitably lead to 
a hopeless war against Rome. The well-to-do quickly gathered at least a 
portion of the missing taxes, but the outrage about the Florus’ regiment 
continued. Agrippa II did not, however, allow a delegation of the peo- 
ple to be sent to Nero in order to present these grievances against Florus 
before Nero, and he also refused to protest against Florus in Rome him- 
self.*** Finally, Agrippa II was banished from the city by the majority of 
its population.*®° 

Menahem ben Judah ben Hezekiah, a son (or grandson) of Judas the 
Galilean and (great-)grandson of the “robber captain” Hezekiah, surpris- 
ingly succeeded in capturing the Masada fortress on the Dead Sea, in 
slaughtering the Roman occupying forces, and in arming his followers 
from the arsenal there. He entered into Jerusalem “as a king.”**° At the 
same time, a younger, leading member of the priestly aristocracy, the cap- 
tain of the temple Eleazar, who was supported by the numerous poorer 
priests, succeeded, against the will of the other high priests, in bringing 
about the discontinuation of the sacrifice for the emperor: 


Another incident occurred at the same time in the Temple. Eleazar, son 
of Ananias the high-priest, a very daring youth, then holding the posi- 
ton of captain, persuaded those who officiated in the Temple services to 


aaa Josephus, J.W. 2.333. 

383 Josephus, J. W. 2.334335, 338-339. 

384 Josephus, J.W. 2.342ff—presumably also because of Florus’ wife’s friendship 
with the empress Poppaea (see the end of section 3.1.5). 

385 Josephus, J. W. 2.406407. 

386 Josephus, J. W. 2.408, 433-434. He presumably made messianic claims. 
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accept no gift or sacrifice from a foreigner. This action laid the founda- 
tion of the war with the Romans; for the sacrifices offered on behalf of 
that nation and the emperor were in consequence rejected. The chief 
priests and the notables earnestly besought them not to abandon the 
customary offering for their rulers, but the priests remained obdurate. 
Their numbers gave them great confidence, supported as they were by 
the stalwarts of the revolutionary party; but they relied above all on the 
authority of the captain Eleazar.**’ 


At the request of the party of peace, Agrippa II sent two thousand cavalry 
from the Babylonian-Jewish military colony in Hauran, in Batanaea, and 
in Trachonitis out of concern 


for the rebels and for the nation against which they were rising in arms, 
anxious that the Romans should not lose the Jews nor the Jews their 
Temple and mother city, conscious, moreover, that he had nothing to 
gain from this disorder.*** 


The civil war, however, continued. The insurgents also fought against the 
Jewish troops of Agrippa II and burned down the house of Ananias, who 
was especially hated for his wealth, and the palace of the king. They also 


carried their combustibles to the public archives, eager to destroy the 
money-lenders’ bonds and to prevent the recovery of debts.**” 


Here it becomes clear that the revolt possessed a strong social component. 
It was also a rebellion of the poorer strata and of the youth against the 
Jerusalem aristocracy, which had been predominant up to then. Menahem 
granted the Jewish troops of the king free passage, whereas the Roman 
soldiers fled into the towers of Herod’s fortress. He had the high priest 
Ananias, the head of the pro-Roman party within the high priesthood, and 
his brother Ezechias executed, but he himself, when he appeared for prayer 
in “royal clothing” in the temple accompanied by “‘armed Zealots,’”*°° was 


387 Josephus, J.W. 2.409-410 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 483, 485). For the sig- 
nificance of the sacrifice for the well-being of the emperor, cf. notes 426-27 below. 

ae Josephus, J.W. 2.421 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 487, 489). 

389 Josephus, J.W. 2.427. At the same time, it appears to have been a family conflict 
between father, the high priest Ananias, and son. 

390 Josephus, J.W. 2.444. This first mention of the “Zealots”—tovs Cyawtds in 
absolute usage with article and without genitive attribute designates the “zealous ones 
(for the law)’ — shows that “zealous ones” was presumably already a designation of honor 
for the movement that proceeded from Judas the Galilean, although Josephus uses this 
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seized and killed via torture by the temple captain Eleazar, the ringleader 
of the priestly insurgents who had control of the temple, and by his fol- 
lowers. There was obviously a deep division among the anti-Roman troops 
already at the beginning of the revolt. 

Under the leadership of his relative Eleazar son of Yair, the other 
followers of Menahem were able to escape to the fortress of Masada 
at the Dead Sea, which was regarded as impregnable. In this way they 
lost all military influence upon the further course of the revolt.*°! The 
Roman soldiers, who had withdrawn into the towers of Herod’s fortress 
and had been promised free passage, were murdered except for their 
leader, the centurion Metilius, who promised “to turn Jew, and even to 
be circumcised.”*”” 

These events at the beginning of the revolt cast a revealing light 
upon its causes, which had political, social, and, above all, religious 
aspects. Of all the peoples who were subjected by Rome for a signifi- 
cant period of time, the Jews in the motherland (66—73/74 and 132-136 
and 115-117 CE also in Egypt, Cyrenica, and on Cyprus) fought most 
fiercely against Roman rule. This cannot primarily be explained “socio- 
logically.” The maladministration of the procurators, especially since 
Felix, and the increasing inconsideration of the last one, Florus, toward 
the religious views of Judaism, which extended to taking money from the 
temple treasury and the incident in the synagogue in Caesarea Maritima, 
led at the end to an open revolt of the people. They no longer wanted to 
continue to expose the purity of the temple and the free practice of reli- 
gion according to the regulations of the Torah to pagan capriciousness 
in a defenseless manner. Therefore, it was regarded as necessary to take 
up arms according to the example of Phineas, the prophet Elijah, and 


religious designation later for a priestly insurgent party, which stood rather in opposition to 
the “Sicarii” in Masada and to other insurgent groups. The Greek use of CnAwtie¢ in a neu- 
tral sense to mean “followers” always requires a genitive attribute. The religious absolute 
meaning “zealous ones” appears only in Jewish and Christian sources; cf. 4 Macc 18.12; 
Luke 6.15 = Acts 1.13 and in the names of parties in Josephus. See Hengel 1989c, 382-83, 
388-404 (GV = 1976c, 390, 395-412 and elsewhere). 

= Josephus, J.W. 2.447. In Masada numerous coins of the revolt were found and 
tithes and the priestly shares were paid. This means that there must have been continued 
relations with Jerusalem. The discovery of scrolls also supports contacts with the Qumran 
Essenes. Masada was the last fortress that the Romans conquered, in 73/74 CE. Those 
who occupied it killed themselves before the Roman soldiers penetrated into the fortress 
(J.W. 7.389-401). Josephus (J. W. 7.320-388) has Eleazar deliver a final speech that shows 
sympathy and understanding for the zealot freedom fighters. On the upper-class, educated 
women, relatives of Eleazar, as witnesses of this event, see Ilan 1996. 

aan Josephus, J.W. 2.454 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 499). All this also took place 
on a Sabbath (2.456). 
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the freedom fighters of the Maccabees in “zeal” for God and his law.*?? 
The refusal to pay taxes and the rejection of Roman foreign rule, which 
now found concrete expression in the discontinuation of the sacrifice 
for the emperor, together with the cry for freedom and the sole reign of 
God, already belonged to the program of Judas the Galilean. The burn- 
ing of the records of debts and the execution of the high priest Ananias 
shed light on the social situation, for the tensions between poor and rich, 
which were intensified through the unrests in the land, brought increas- 
ingly large portions of the common population, especially in the coun- 
try, including the poorer priests, over to the side of the insurgents. The 
murder of the messianic pretender Menahem by the party of the priestly 
insurgent group around Eleazar, son of Ananias,*”* shows that the insur- 
gent movement was already divided when it began and at the same time 
points to the messianic driving force, for what spurred the insurgents on 
to war the most (tO 0’ €mdeav avtovs UGALOTA MOOS TOV MOAELOV) 
was an “ambiguous oracle,” 


likewise found in their sacred scriptures, to the effect that at that time 
one from their country would become ruler of the world. This they 
understood to mean someone of their own race, and many of their wise 
men went astray in their interpretation of it. The oracle, however, in real- 
ity signified the sovereignty of Vespasian, who was proclaimed Emperor 
on Jewish soil.*° 


Josephus and the Roman historians Tacitus and Suetonius interpreted this 
oracle as applying to Vespasian, who as Roman commander in Judaea was 
acclaimed as emperor by his legions in 69 CE. However, since this oracle, 
the Balaam oracle of Num 24, had inspired the insurgents from the very 
beginning, it was probably applied to Menahem and, later in the war, to 
Simon bar Giora, as it was also then applied to Bar Kokhba in the revolt 
under Hadrian.*”° The rabbinic literature has handed down the legend of 


393 On these connections, see Hengel 1989c, passim (GV = 1976c, passim). On this, 
cf. now also Schwemer 2013. 

3°4 He probably also wanted to avenge the killing of his father. 

3° Josephus, J.W. 6.312313 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 467). Cf. Tacitus, Hist. 
5.13.2 (Stern 1976-1984, II: 23 and the commentary on pages 61-62); Suetonius, Vesp. 
4.5; 5.6-7; cf. also Cassius Dio 64.9.1; 65.1.2—4, on a similar pagan oracle on Mount Car- 
mel. In the Jewish perspective Num 24.17-24 is presumably in view: “A star will arise out 
of Jacob,” but Dan 7.13-14; 9.27 may also have played a role. See Hengel 1989c, 237—44 
(GV = 1976c, 243-49). 

3° The revolt under Trajan (115-117 CE) in Egypt and Cyrenaica also stood under 
the leadership of a messianic pretender, the “king” Lukuas. Cf. Hengel 1996a: 314-43; 
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the Messiah Menahem and remembered him in an altered form with many 
variants.*°’ It is possible that the revolt, like the revolt of Bar Kokhba, 
could have—initially—taken a different course if Menahem had been able 
to keep his position at its head and been able to unite the various groups 
that were prepared to revolt. 

In the fall of 66 CE Cestius Gallus led the twelve legions, consider- 
ably strengthened by Syrian and Nabataean auxiliary troops, with siege 
engines against Jerusalem. In the line of approach and provisioning of 
his troops he allowed himself to be advised by Agrippa II. He pitched 
camp in the northeast of the city, on Mount Scopus. He succeeded in con- 
quering the northern suburban area but did not think he would be able to 
besiege the city and its temple mount and chose to withdraw.°*”* This was 
disastrous for his army, which was attacked from all sides in the steep pass 
of Beth Horon and decimated to such an extent that Cestius Gallus only 
escaped by cunning with the rest of his legion to Antipatris in the coastal 
region. He must have died soon after the defeat—perhaps by committing 
suicide.*”’ In Josephus’ view, Cestius Gallus could easily have succeeded 
in bringing Jerusalem into Roman hands again, and in hindsight he regards 
his retreat as one of the causes of the self-destruction of the city by the 
civil war within the walls and of its overthrow and complete destruction 
by Titus.4”° 

The victory over Cestius Gallus was celebrated as a great success*”! 
and led to the hope that the hated Romans could be driven for good from 
the land and conquered: 


Horbury 1996. Cf. also Schwemer 2011. Bar Kokhba was a messianic name of honor, “Son 
of a Star” (Num 24.17; see note 393). His actual name was Simon bar Kosiba. 

°7 Schwemer 1994. Cf. also the excursus on eschatological prophets in section 3.1.5. 

*°8 Cf. Gabba 1999, 158. 

3° Tacitus, Hist. 5.10.1: fato aut taedio occidit (“he died either of natural causes or 
from weariness of life”). Famous national victories were won at the steep place of Beth 
Horon: Josh 10.10-11; 1 Sam 14.31; Judas Maccabeus also won his first victory there: 1 
Macc 3.16, 24; 7.39; cf. Hengel 1989c, 284 (GV = 1976c, 290); Hengel 1983a, 174 (ET = 
Hengel 1983c, 117, 120, 205 n. 118). In the first century CE it was a dangerous pass where 
attacks by robbers could easily succeed (J.W. 2.228; Ant. 20.113; this explains the strong 
military accompaniment that Paul received on the way from Jerusalem to Caesarea, Acts 
23.23-24, 31-32). It belonged to the places at which a pious Jew in a later time spoke a 
blessing “in memory of the miracles of God” (b. Ber. 54a; cf. m. Ber. 9.1). 

409 Jewish War 2.531-532, 539-540 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 381): “Had he 
but persisted for a while with the siege, he would have forthwith taken the city; but God, 
I suppose, because of those miscreants, had already turned away even from His sanctuary 
and ordained that that day should not see the end of the war” (2.539). 

40! Josephus, J. W. 2.554: laden with booty and singing psalms, the victors entered into 
Jerusalem. 
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This reverse of Cestius proved disastrous for our whole nation; for those 
who were bent on war were thereby still more elated and, having once 
defeated the Romans, hoped to continue victorious to the end.4 


In the eyes of the radicals this surprising success appeared to be a prelude 
to the eschatological final battle and to confirm that God was fighting on 
the side of the Jews.*°? Presumably it was also the reason that moderates 
such as Annas II and Josephus joined the revolt and organized it, so that 
the radical Zealots did not come to power. At the same time, the Jewish 
victory over a Roman legion awakened the surrounding pagan popula- 
tion’s fear of the insurgents. The inhabitants of the Hellenistic cities in 
Palestine and Syria 


proceeded to lay hands on and kill, with their wives and children, the 
Jewish residents among them, without the slightest ground of complaint; 
for they had neither entertained any ideas of revolt from Rome nor har- 
boured any enmity or designs against the Syrians.*” 


The rather moderate “high priests and Pharisees” initially took over the 
military organization in Jerusalem by forming a sort of “revolutionary 
council’*” and by attempting to form, from the various “bandits and insur- 
rectionists,” a national Jewish army, which had not existed since the time 
of the Hasmoneans, with paid troops. Eleazar, son of Ananias, was sent 
for this purpose to Idumaea, and Josephus was sent to Galilee with two 


402 Josephus, Life 24 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 11). Cf. J. W. 2.540-555. 

“3 For the idea of the divine summachia, cf. Hengel 1989c, 147, 176, 222ff., 243, 
249, 272-73, 285, 287, 303, 306 (GV = 1976c, 470 index, s.v. “Eingreifen Gottes”’). For- 
ays against pagan cities such as Ashkalon, which were made following the model of the 
Maccabees, were quickly abandoned after the first failures. See Hengel 1989c, 284-85 
(GV = 1976c, 290-91). 

404 Millar 1993, 366, notes the turn of the previously rather pro-Roman upper stratum 
to the insurgents, which is difficult to explain. Cf. also Gabba 1999, 158, on the reasons for 
the participation of the leaders of the people. Subsequent to his removal from office, the 
priestly-Sadducean Annas IJ, who was also characterized by national pride, was presum- 
ably hostile to Agrippa II and the procurators. Josephus had gone to Rome in 63/64 CE 
in order to liberate priests who were especially faithful to the law from Roman imprison- 
ment. They had already been imprisoned by Felix “on a slight and trifling charge” and 
sent to Rome to be held accountable (Life 11-16 [13], trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 7). 
Moreover, Agrippa II was a poor peacemaker, for unlike his father, he did not know how to 
exercise his oversight of the temple without protest from the priesthood. Cf. section 3.1.6. 

405 Josephus, Life 25 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 11); cf. J. W. 2.457-480, 559ff.; 
7.361-369. Cf. Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 83, 95 (ET = 1997, 52, 60). 

ane Josephus, J.W. 2.562—565, mentions Joseph, son of Gorion, and the former high 
priest Annas II at the head, but they were soon ousted by Eleazar, son of Simon. 
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other priests in order to gather an army and to prepare the region for the 
expected attack of the Romans.*” 

In Galilee three parties fought and plotted against one another, namely 
the radical Zealots under the leadership of John of Gischala, those who 
remained loyal to King Agrippa II, and the moderate insurgents, at the 
head of which Josephus placed himself, who as a member of the rich upper 
stratum was always under suspicion—like this stratum as a whole—of 
actually being a secret partisan of Rome. The image of the unrests in Gali- 
lee in the sixties, which Josephus sketches as an eyewitness in Jewish 
War and in his Life, makes clear that the Gospels describe the activity of 
Jesus in the comparably calm time under Herod Antipas. The safe “‘itiner- 
ant life’ of Jesus and his disciples in the Galilean villages, at the Lake of 
Gennesaret, in the region of Tyre, of the Decapolis, and of the villages 
of Caesarea Philippi would no longer have been possible in this way in 
the later time, when the Jewish-pagan hostilities poisoned the climate.*% 
Here Mark, around 70, reports about events from an earlier, much quieter 
nie” 

Nero sent the experienced Vespasian, who was in Greece, as supreme 
commander of an army of three legions and additional auxiliary troops to 
Judaea and made this into an independent province.*'® As expected, from 
Ptolemais Vespasian initially conquered Galilee in the spring of 67 CE. 
Sepphoris refused to participate in the revolt and remained loyal to Rome. 
Here the catastrophe under Varus may have had an effect. After Jotapata 
was conquered, Josephus passed over—initially as a captive—to the 
Roman side. When he was captured, he had announced the future rule of 
the world to Vespasian with reference to his priestly gift of prophecy.*"' 
Tiberias surrendered without a fight, Tarichaea (= Magdala), Gamla in the 
Gaulanitis, and the fortress on Mount Tabor were conquered. After the fall 
of Gischala, which surrendered, the Zealot leader John and his followers 


407 Josephus, Life 29: “they dispatched me with two other priests, Joazar and Judas, 
men of excellent character, to induce the disaffected to lay down their arms and to impress 
upon them the desirability of reserving these for the picked men of the nation. The latter, 
such was the policy determined on, were to have their weapons constantly in readiness for 
future contingencies, but should wait and see what action the Romans would take” (trans. 
H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 13; cf. Siegert 2001, 35 and the commentary on page 35 n. 43). 

408 Cf. also Millar 1993, 342; Freyne 2000, 187. 

409 With the exception of Mark 13; cf. “sub Tiberio quies’’; on this, see note 264 above. 

410 Josephus, J.W. 3.69-70, exaggerates, stating: a total of sixty thousand men “with- 
out the train of servants,’ who were likewise equipped for war and could be deployed in 
battle. 

411 Josephus, J.W. 3.399402; cf. 4.622-629 on the release of Josephus after Vespasian 
was acclaimed as Caesar by the troops. In rabbinic literature this prophecy is attributed to 
Yohanan ben Zakkai (Ekha Rabbah 1.13). 
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managed to flee to Jerusalem around the end of the year. Here he estab- 
lished a “reign of terror,’ supported by the radical wing of the predomi- 
nantly priestly Zealots and the others who fled from the regions ruled by 
the Romans, which “came from the land into the city.’*!” These came to 
Jerusalem not only because it was a fortified city but also and especially 
in the trust that city and temple were impregnable due to divine protection. 
The miracle that had taken place during the siege by Sennacherib was now 
expected to an even greater extent as a result of an eschatological mentality. 
The pro-Roman and moderate upper stratum, composed of the lay nobility 
and the high priestly families, were further disempowered, and prominent 
people were murdered or thrown into prison.*!? Phanni (Phineas), son of 
Samuel, was specified as new high priest by lot—a judgment of God, as it 
were. He was not from any of the high priestly families that had come to 
power with Herod I but from came from the common priesthood. Accord- 
ing to rabbinic information he is said to have been a stonemason.*!* This 
meant, after the discontinuation of the sacrifice for the emperor, a second 
“cleansing of the temple,” so to speak, by the Zealots who were shut up 
in the temple and who called the people in the temple to arms. However, 
Idumaeans came to the aid of the Zealots in the temple. They were called 
by John of Gischala and proceeded against the leading members of the 
high priestly clan with the charge that these leaders wanted to hand over 
the city to the Romans.*!? Among other things, they murdered Annas II and 
threw his corpse over the city wall, where it lay unburied. In the verdict of 
Josephus, 


the capture of the city began with the death of Annas; and . . . the over- 
throw of the walls and the downfall of the Jewish state dated from the 
day on which the Jews beheld their high priest, the captain of their salva- 
tion, butchered in the heart of Jerusalem .. . In a word, had Annas lived, 
they would undoubtedly . . . have arranged terms.*'® 


Josephus comments on the horrific end of Annas IJ first as a priest from 
a theological perspective—which provides an important reference to the 


ade Josephus, J.W. 4.138; cf. 4.121ff. Cf. the warning not to flee into the city in Luke 
21.20-24; Mark 13.14-19 portrays the events in a very unrealistic way from Rome. 

413 Josephus, J.W. 4.135-146. 

414 Josephus, J.W. 4.147-150, 153-157; t. Yoma 1.6 (Zuckermandel 1880, 180); cf. 
Hengel 1989c, 176 n. 154; 219-20 (GV = 1976c, 181 n. 2; 224ff.). 

415 Josephus, J.W. 4.226, 229, 245, 273, 347. 

416 Jewish War 4.316318, 321 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 95, modified). 
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religious significance of the high priestly office*!’—and then as a politi- 


cal figure and historian. His appraisal of the situation does not appear so 
incorrect at all; at any price the radical Zealots wanted to hinder such an 
“equilibrium / terms of peace.” 

Despite the continuing confusion of the civil war and the struggles for 
power, Jerusalem and the parts of Judaea that were not initially conquered 
by the Romans constituted a “free” state for four years. This freedom is 
documented by the coins of the rebellion. For the first time since the begin- 
ning of Roman rule Jews minted not only small change but also silver 
coins (from the silver available in the temple treasury) minted with proud 
inscriptions composed in Palaeo-Hebrew and no longer in Greek, as had 
been common since Herod I. The regained sovereignty was celebrated by 
the coin legends “shekel of Israel,” “Jerusalem is holy,’ and “the holy 
Jerusalem,” which points to the city cleansed of foreigners and the special 
divine protection. They replaced the previous temple currency, the Tyr- 
ian tetradrachma and didrachma, on which Melqart-Heracles—stylized as 
Alexander the Great—and the Ptolemaic eagle were displayed.*!* The less 
valuable bronze coins announced the “freedom of Zion” and the “redemp- 
tion of Zion.” 

Jerusalem owed these years of ‘freedom’ to the cautious strategy of 
Vespasian, who—in light of the unrest in the empire, which was already 
becoming visible in 68 CE—delayed the siege of the capital city*!? and 
within a year and a half conquered the greatest portion of the rest of the 
land with the exception of Jerusalem, its immediate surroundings, and 
the fortresses of Herodion, of Masada in the south, and of Machaerus 
in the east. In the ‘year of the three emperors,’ i.e., 69 CE,*”° after the 


“17 On the function of the high priest as Hyewov thc iSiac owtnotas in J.W. 4.318, 
cf. Heb 2.10: the true high priest, Christ, is the Gexnyos Ths owtTNeias. Josephus regards 
Annas II, although he was only in office for three months, as a legitimate high priest and 
leader of the people (cf. Ant. 20.251: tiv 6& me0oTtaOiav TOD EBvOUG Oi GoxXLEQEic EmE- 
miOTEVVTO; ever since the beginning of the rule of the Roman prefects and procurators the 
high priest had stood at the head of the people). On meootaota, cf. Goodblatt 1994, 27ff., 
215-16; Hengel 2003a, II: 324 index (GV = 1988, 687 index). 

418 On this, see Mildenberg 1998, 170—75; cf. note 141 in this chapter. The new images 
on the coins with a cup (cf. “cup of salvation” in Ps 116.13) on the front and a pomegran- 
ate on the back were also intended to distinguish these coins clearly from all predecessors. 
Cf. the images in Mildenberg 1998, 362-63, table LI. On the coin legends, cf. Schiirer 
1973-1987, I: 605-6. 

ss Josephus, J.W. 4.366 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 107): “The Roman generals, 
regarding the dissension in the enemy’s ranks as a godsend, were all eager to march against 
the capital, and urged Vespasian, as commander-in-chief, to take this course.” 

420 Tn the intervening time it came to civil war and multiple changes of emperors 
in the Roman west. Galba, the successor to Nero, was murdered by Otho, and Otho was 
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assassination of Nero (June 9, 68 CE), he completely discontinued actions 
of war and desisted from the planned siege of Jerusalem.**' Vespasian 
profited during this time from the civil war which prevailed in Jerusalem, 
for insurgents fled into the city from the regions that were threatened or 
had been conquered by him and fought with one another for the power. 
The commander himself said: 


If I stay put, I will have to deal with fewer (enemies), since they are 
exhausting themselves in their civil war. . . 7? 


Vespasian was acclaimed as emperor by the troops in 69 CE in Alexan- 
dria and in Caesarea Maritima—in agreement with the prefect of Egypt 
Tiberius Alexander and the governor in Syria Lucinius Mucianus—and 
waited in Alexandria until the summer of 70 CE for the victorious march 
of his troops into the West to Italy and Rome.*”* In spring of 70 CE he sent 
his son Titus with a reinforced army to Jerusalem to conquer the city and 
end the war. 

Three insurgent parties fought with one another in Jerusalem. A pow- 
erful opponent of John of Gischala*” arose in Simon bar Giora, the son of 
a proselyte. During the ceasefire he had initially ruled Judaea and Idumaea 
with his zealot followers. He had been driven back by Annas II, but then 


conquered by Vitellius, the commander of the legions at the border of the Rhine. The Gos- 
pel of Mark, which emerged in Rome (in 69/70), refers to the Roman civil war in Mark 
13.7-8. 

a8 Josephus, J.W. 4.491. Cf. 4.550-555: on June 23, 68, Vespasian set out from Cae- 
sarea on a campaign to Judaea and Idumaea, at the end of which “every fortress being now 
subdued except Herodion, Masada, and Machaerus, which were held by the brigands, Jeru- 
salem was henceforth the one objective before the Romans” (4.555; trans. H. St. J. Thac- 
keray, LCL, 165). Cf. J.W. 4.588ff.: after his return to Caesarea, Vespasian learned of the 
turmoil in Rome and of the appointment of Vitellius. After this he planned his own rise. 

422 Josephus, J. W. 4.369. Among other things the insurgents destroyed the reserves of 
grain in their fratricidal war. On this, cf. Hengel 1989c, 50, 66, 367, 394-95 (GV = 1976c, 
401-2 and 470 index). 

4°3 Tacitus, Hist. 2.79.1, mentions the proclamation of Vespasian to autocrator in 
Egypt; Josephus, J.W. 4.592-621, mentions the proclamation in Caesarea; cf. Schiirer 
1973-1987, I: 500; Millar 1993, 73ff.; Eck 2010, 334-37 (GV = 2003, 126). Vespasian 
became the ruler of the East. The Flavian propaganda worked for this change of dynasty 
not only with the oracle from the orient (Tacitus, Hist. 5.13.2), which was probably identi- 
cal to the prophecy of Balaam for Josephus, but also with the miracles of Vespasian in the 
temple of Serapis in Alexandria; cf. Tacitus, Hist. 4.81.1—-3; Suetonius, Vesp. 7.2—3. Cf. 
note 395 above. 

424 On his ‘tyranny,’ before which many Jerusalemites fled to the Romans, cf. Jose- 
phus, J.W. 4.389-397. 
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came to Jerusalem at the invitation of the high priest Matthias in the spring 
o1.69'CE.” 


Haughtily consenting to be their master, he entered as one who was 
to rid the city of the Zealots, acclaimed by the people as their saviour 
(OmtHO) and protector (xndSEL@v); but, once admitted with his forces, 
his sole concern was to secure his own authority.*”° 


Like Menahem, Simon was a political messianic pretender. He held—now 
allied with the Idumaeans—the upper city and occupied a great portion of 
the lower city, whereas John of Gischala had to withdraw into the area 
of the temple with his Galileans.**’ Eleazar, son of Simon, and his predom- 
inantly priestly followers, whom Josephus usually calls “the Zealots,’ 
split away for a time from the group around John of Gischala,*”’ so that 
there was a “three-front war,” in which the population suffered the most.*°° 
This bloody strife (€Qtc¢) was brought to an end only by the siege of Titus 
in the spring of 70 CE.*! 


425 Josephus, J.W. 4.573-577; 5.527-533. He is said to have ended the tyranny of John 
of Gischala, of the priestly Zealots, and of the Idumaeans. 

426 Josephus, J.W. 4.575-576 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 171). The bronze 
shekels with the inscription “Year 4” and “For the Redemption of Zion” were presumably 
minted by Simon; see Hengel 1989c, 297 (GV = 1976c, 303). His messianic ambitions are 
suggested also by his end: after the destruction of the temple and the conquest of Jerusa- 
lem by the Romans, he appeared suddenly in the temple area in royal garments from the 
underground passages and surrendered himself to the Romans. On his end, see note 439 
in this chapter. 

sal Josephus, J.W. 4.577-584. 

“28 Cf. note 390 in this chapter. 

42 Josephus, J.W. 5.5ff.: He had already brought his “Zealots” into the temple area at 
the beginning of the revolt. 

430 Josephus, J.W. 5.2: otcow . . . ToUleor) (cf. 5.21); 5.14~20, 27: “the people, like 
some huge carcase, was torn in pieces” (27; trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 209). Cf. Taci- 
tus, Hist. 5.12.3-4: Tres duces... : extrema et latissima moenium Simo, mediam urbem 
Toannes [quem et Bargioram vocabant], templum Eleazarus firmaverat. . .. Mox Ioannes, 
missis per speciem sacrificandi qui Eleazarum manumque eius obtruncarent, templo poti- 
tur. Ita in duas factions civitas discessit, donec propinquantibus Romanis bellum externum 
concordiam pareret (“There were three generals . . . : the outermost and largest circuit of 
the walls was held by Simon, the middle of the city by John, and the temple was guarded 
by Eleazar. .. . Then John got possession of the temple by sending a party under pretence 
of offering sacrifice, to slay Eleazar and his troops. So the citizens were divided into two 
factions until, at the approach of the Romans, foreign war producd concord”) (trans. C.H. 
Moore, LCL, 197; see also the text, translation, and commentary in Stern 1976-1984, II: 
23, 30-31, 59). 

‘3! Josephus, J.W. 5.71-74. Cf. 5.98-105: even during the siege John and Simon 
fought against each other again. 
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Until the conquering of the temple, zealot prophets reinforced the 
unshakable assurance that the sanctuary was impregnable and that God 
would deliver them.**? They were opposed by prophets of doom such as 
Jesus, son of Ananias, who had announced his oracles of woe in the city 
without interruption for “seven years and seven months,” until he was 
struck by a projectile at the beginning of the siege.**’ Josephus, a brilliant 
opportunist who had in the meantime become a Jewish advisor of Titus, 
also regarded himself to be a prophetic warner, as the prophet Jeremiah had 
once been, and sought to bring the insurgents in the city to their senses:*** 


Thus it was that the wretched people were deluded at the time by 
charlatans and pretended messengers of the deity; while they neither 
heeded nor believed in the manifest portents that foretold the coming 
desolation.**° 


Thus it happened that— when the temple was already burning —the Roman 
troops came upon a group of six thousand, whom a prophet had led into 
the temple, for 


God commanded them to go up to the temple court, to receive there the 
tokens of their deliverance.**° 


This prophet presumably appealed to Dan 9.27. After all, the Romans 
had penetrated into the temple court after a siege of three months, and 
the daily sacrifice had been discontinued.**’ It was also no accident that 
Titus — probably based on a pointer from his “advisor” Josephus— gave 
the command to make the final attack on the sanctuary on the tenth of 
Ab, i.e., the day on which the first temple was destroyed.*** As the most 


432 Josephus, J.W. 6.286: “Numerous prophets, indeed, were at this period suborned 
by the tyrants (i.e., John of Gischala and Simon bar Giora [M.H./A.M.S.]) to delude the 
people, by bidding them await help from God, in order that desertions might be checked 
and that those who were above fear and precaution might be encouraged by hope.” See the 
discussion earlier in this section. 

oe Josephus, J.W. 6.300—309. For Albinus’ treatment of him, cf. note 348 above. For 
his significance for the trial of Jesus, see section 19.2. 

434 On his speech in J. W. 5.362-419, cf. Hengel 1989c, 241-42 (GV = 1976c, 247-48). 

= Josephus, J.W. 6.288 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 459, 461). 

436 Josephus, J.W. 6.285. The number is again a typical exaggeration. 

437 Josephus, J. W. 6.93-94; on this, see Hengel 1989c, 242-43 (GV = 1976c, 248-49). 

438 Cf. Hengel 1989c, 243 (GV = 1976c, 249). Even though Josephus repeatedly gives 
assurance that Titus wanted to preserve the temple, it was surely destroyed at the command 
of Titus (and Vespasian); cf. the closing of the Jewish temple in Leontopolis in Egypt at 
the command of Vespasian (Josephus, J.W. 7.421). See also Sulpicius Severus, Chronica 
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important leader, Simon bar Giora was ‘ritually’ executed following the 
triumphal procession of the victors Vespasian and Titus in Rome.*”? John 
of Gischala remained in Roman imprisonment for life. 

The early Christians viewed the catastrophe of 70 CE as the fulfillment 
of Jesus’ prophecy about the temple (Mark 13.1-2). The Synoptic apoca- 
lypse in Mark 13 reflects the eschatological expectations shortly before the 
destruction of the temple, whereas Luke and Matthew look back upon it. 
Luke, who probably writes his Gospel soon after the catastrophe, is deeply 
affected by it personally and depicts the individual events in a detailed and 
substantially correct way.” 


2.30.7 (trans. Goodrich 2015, 158): “other men and Titus himself advised that the temple 
should be destroyed at once; in this way, the religion of the Jews and Christians would 
be more thoroughly destroyed. Clearly, these religions, although opposed to one another, 
had nevertheless evolved from the same founders. Christianity had sprung from the Jews; 
with the root destroyed, the branch would more easily wither.” On this, see Hengel 2002, 
418-19. 

439 The form of his self-surrender to the Romans attests his messianic claim (Jose- 
phus, J.W. 7.26—36), as does his execution (Josephus, J.W. 7.118, 154). Cf. Hengel 1989c, 
297-98 (GV = 1976c, 303-4). Bringmann 2005, 258, portrays a distorted picture. 

449 Cf. Hengel 2008c, 324-31 (ET = 2000b, 189-94). 


The Jewish Religious Parties in Palestine 
Pharisees, Essenes, Sadducees, Zealots, 


Samaritans, and Other Groups! 


4.1 The Jewish Parties in Josephus’ Catalogues of 
Sects and Their Parallels 


A concise survey of the history of Judaea must also discuss the meaning 
of the religious parties for the historical development and would remain 
unintelligible without a presentation of Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes, 
and Samaritans, as well as of the Zealots, who were already spoken of in 
detail. In antiquity religion and the state were not separated. Especially 
in Judaism—whose inner constitution Josephus rightly calls not only an 
“aristocracy,” with the high priest at its head,’ but also a “theocracy’*— 
politics and religion, interpretation of the law, and striving for the power 
to establish these among the people were inseparably connected with 
each other. 

Josephus portrays on multiple occasions the fundamental tripartite 
division of the Jewish religious parties, which he describes and distin- 
guishes doctrinally for his Roman-Greek readership according to an older 
model as philosophical schools of thought (aigéoetc):* 


' On this, cf. Bohm 1999; Deines 1997; 2001a; Dexinger 1992; Frey 1999; Hen- 
gel 1989c (GV = 1976c); Hengel/Deines 1996 (ET = 1995); Lichtenberger/Lange 1997; 
Meier 1994, 289-613; Saldarini 2000; Stemberger 1991; 1999; Qimron/Strugnell 1994; 
VanderKam 2010. 

? Antiquities 20.251. 

3 Against Apion 2.165. This is the ideal constitution, which Moses gave to the Isra- 
elites, and corresponds for Josephus to the Baot\gia tot Geo, the central notion of the 
“(royal) rule of God,” which is understood in a very different way in the proclamation of 
Jesus. 

= Josephus, J.W. 2.119 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 369). Nicolaus of Damascus 
presumably already designated the Jewish religious parties as aigéoetc, for Josephus, Ant. 
13.171ff., probably uses Nicolaus as a source. Cf. note 24 in this chapter. See also Philo, Hypoth. 
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Jewish philosophy, in fact, takes three forms. The followers of the first 
school are called Pharisees,’ of the second Sadducees,® of the third Ess- 
enes.’ The Essenes have a reputation for cultivating peculiar sanctity. 


In Jewish War Josephus—following a source’—comments in particular 
detail about the strict asceticism of the Essenes, who live in ritual purity 
and community of goods’ in a group association, for which there are rules 
for admission and behavior and in which the priests have the leadership, 
and about their teaching of the immortality of the soul and regarding “fate,” 
i.e., divine determinism.’ He distinguishes a group that despises marriage 


(Eusebius, Praep. ev. 8.11). The earliest Greek authors, Theophrastus, Clearchus of Soli as a 
student of Aristotle, and Megathenes, the Seleucid envoy in India, describe the Jews positively 
as “philosophers”; cf. Hengel 2003a, I: 255-61 (GV = 1988, 464-73). Correspondingly, the 
Jewish religious philosopher Aristobulus (ca. 170 BCE) justifies changing “Zeus” to “God” in 
his Aratus quotation with the claim that “all philosophers agree that one must have holy terms 
for God. Our school (atgeots) is rightly most concerned with this. For the whole establishment 
of our law is oriented to piety, righteousness, self-control, the remaining goods that correspond 
to truth” (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 12.12.6-8). A few sentences earlier (and elsewhere), he assumes 
as a given that the Greek philosophers Pythagoras, Socrates, and Plato sometimes followed the 
older Moses, whose “school” he himself represents. Luke also calls Sadducees, Pharisees, and 
Jewish Christians (Nazoreans) aioéoetc (Acts 5.17; 15.5; 24.5 etc.). 

> Probably “the separated ones”; see Deines 2000, 740. 

© Deines 2001b, 1204 (ET = 2008, 858): “The Greek name Saddukaioi . . . presumably 
goes back to Zadok, the chief priest at the time of David”; it was believed that “the high 
priestly dignity was hereditary in his family into the second century BCE.” 

7 “Pious ones”; the Greek name is probably the translation of Aramaic hassaya (cor- 
responding to Hebrew hasid) and was a designation given by others; the Qumran Essenes 
themselves called themselves yahad (“oneness/community’”) or “(the new) covenant”; cf. 
1QS passim; CD VI 19; VIII 21; XIX 33; XX 12, and elsewhere. Philo, Prob. 75 (cf. also 
Hypoth. 11.1), rightly refers for the derivation of the name to the Greek equivalent Oo.otNs 
and 6otoc. The Aramaic name of Qumran “fortress of the pious” (msd hsdyn) is attested 
on a papyrus (Murabb’ at 45.6; Benoit/Milik/de Vaux 1961 = DJD Ila). See also 4QLevi?ar 
= 213a frag. 3/4 line 6: “the name of the pious (sm hsyh) will not be blotted out” = Brook 
et al. 1996, 22 (DJD 22: Qumran Cave 4, XVII, 3); on this, see the commentary on p. 35 
with reference to the Syriac-Aramaic hasydh; on this, see Brockelmann 1928, 245. 

® The frame in 2.119 and 2.162-163 reveals this, although Josephus does not specify 
a source. Cf. Deines 2001a, 475 n. 110. Isser 1999, 569, assumes, following M. Smith, that 
Josephus and Hippolytus used a common source, which mentioned the Samaritans as a 
third ‘sect’; Josephus, it is said, deleted this and replaced it with the account of the Essenes. 
See Hengel 1989c, 70-73 (GV = 1976c, 73-76). 

” On this, see Klauck 1989. 

'0 Josephus, J. W. 2.120-161. Priests speak the prayer before and after the meals, which 
are eaten in ritual purity. The morning prayer in the direction of the sun is meant to remind 
the educated reader of Socrates (Plato, Symp. 220d 4—5); cf. the morning prayer in 4Q408, 
which praises God, who has created the morning as a sign of light. On strict determinism as 
a striking feature of the Essenes, cf. VanderKam 2010, 102—4, 137-38, 155; Lichtenberger/ 
Lange 1997 (lit). It has a certain parallel in the teaching on predestination in Paul and John. 
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from those Essenes who regard it as necessary for the sake of offspring, and 
mentions that members of this party live in all the larger cities of the land." 
There must have been a significant settlement of the Essenes in Jerusalem, 
which could not have been without influence on the religious and spiritual 
life of the city.'? They took pains over “the written works of the ancients,” 
especially over secret, additional revelatory writings. The spectacular, 
unique discovery of writings (among other things, remains of more than 
nine hundred scrolls) in the Essene settlement of Qumran, on the northwest 
side of the Dead Sea, has confirmed and expanded the picture sketched by 
Josephus and by other ancient authors such as Philo and Pliny in a surprising 
way, while also raising many new questions." It is significant that Josephus 
presents his portrayal of the Jewish religious parties in a certain interpretatio 
graeca, in order to make them understandable for his Greek-Roman readers. 

In the case of the Pharisees, Josephus emphasizes that they are the 
“first (1.e., most significant) school of thought’’* and that they distinguish 
themselves by the particular “exactness”! of their interpretation of the 
law. In terms of teaching, they differ from the Essenes through the fact 
that they 


attribute everything to Fate and to God; they hold that to act rightly 
or otherwise rests, indeed, for the most part with men, but that in each 
action Fate co-operates. 


In their view, every soul is immortal, but only the souls of the good go 
into another body at the end of time, whereas the souls of the wicked are 
punished in the underworld.'® 


'! Josephus, J.W. 2.124 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 371): “They occupy no one 
city, but settle in large numbers in every town.” On the problem of “celibacy,” see the 
excursus at the end of section 4.4. 

J osephus mentions the Essene gate (J. W. 5.145), which was located at the southwest 
wall of the city; cf. Hengel 2002, 136; see in detail Riesner 1998, 2-30. 

'5 Ror the ancient accounts of the Essenes, see Adam/Burchard 1972. 

4 rom ty atoeotc: J.W. 2.162; cf. Life 10. This means that they are for him the most 
influential group, which fully agrees with the New Testament accounts. 

'S GxoiBeva: J.W. 2.162-163; Ant. 17.41; 19.332; Life 191; dxoBobv: J.W. 1.648; 
cf. 1.108; he also characterizes it as duouBrs: J.W. 1.110; Ant. 20.201. Cf. Acts 22.3; 26.5. 

10 Josephus, J.W. 2.163 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 235). On the term for fate 
eluaopuévy in Josephus, which corresponds to the divine providence (cf. Pss. Sol. 9.4), 
cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 393ff. It is only with reference to the Pharisees that Josephus 
mentions the “bodily” resurrection in a form that is understandable for his Greek-Roman 
readers (cf. also Ag. Ap. 2.218). The synergy of divine predestination and free will appears 
in Josephus’ theology of history (on this, see note 43 in this chapter), in Pss. Sol. (14.8 
and elsewhere), as Deuteronomic heritage and also still in the maxim of Akiba (m. ’Abot 
3.19): “Everything is foreseen, but free choice is given.” On the topic of freedom of the 
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By contrast, the Sadducees completely denied the idea of predetermi- 
nation by fate, for God could not do evil at all, and 


man has the free choice of good or evil, and. . . it rests with each man’s 
will whether he follows the one or the other.!” 


They did not want to know anything of a continued life of souls after 
death. Thus, they fundamentally denied the notion of the resurrection of 
the dead, which had been especially furthered by the martyrdoms in the 
religious emergency under Antiochus IV."® 

In accord with an ancient consensus, it was also a given for Josephus 
that “philosophical teaching” included the practice of life that was appro- 
priate to it. Since not all the members of the Jewish people are members 
or partisans of these “schools,” Josephus describes not only their behav- 
ior in relation to one another but also their outward influence in relation 
to their compatriots. The Essenes, more than all other Jews, are bound 
together by special love,'® but they separate themselves from the rest of the 
people through their strict initiation rites and purity regulations. They form 
a closed association. No outsider has access to their shared activities. A 
‘novice’ is only accepted into the meal fellowship after a three-year period 
of testing and after committing himself by oaths.*? The Pharisees are also 
closely connected with one another, but also strive for unanimity for the 
benefit of the whole community,”' i.e., they want to draw the entire people 


will, see Hengel 2003a, I: 120, 126, 140, 148 (GV = 1988, 221-22, 232-33, 254ff., 268, 
294, 420ff.); G. Maier 1971. For the Pharisaic belief in the resurrection, see Hengel 2001a, 
139-72 = KS IV, 406-39. The presentation of Josephus corresponds to his interpretatio 
graeca. See also Tacitus, Hist. 5.5.3 (trans. C. H. Moore, LCL, 183): animosque proelio aut 
suppliciis peremptorum aeternos putant: hinc generandi amor et mortis contemptus (“they 
believe that the souls of those who are killed in battle or by the executioner are immortal: 
hence comes their passion for begetting children and their scorn of death’). 

'7 Josephus, J.W. 2.164—165 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 387). 

'8 Cf. Mark 12.18-27 parr.; Acts 23.6-9. 

'9 Josephus, J.W. 2.119: pircAdrnrot dé... TAV GAAWV TAEOV. 

?0 Josephus, J. W. 2.137-142. This is why older scholarship regarded the Essenes as an 
order of monks and after the discovery of the settlement in Qumran initially viewed it as a 
sort of “monastery.” Cf., e.g., Lietzmann 1999, I: 22 (24): “The Essenes are a proper order 
of monks, which established its monastery in the cities and especially in the villages of 
Palestine.” Others discovered parallels to the Pythagoreans. See Hengel 2003a, I: 243-47 
(GV = 1988, 445-53); Hengel 1996a, 258-94. See further VanderKam 2010, 114ff. 

71 Josephus, J.W. 2.166: Paouoaion .. . PUGAANAOL Te XL TH Big TO KOLVOV OLLO- 
VOLaV GoxnovvtEs (“The Pharisees are affectionate to each other and cultivate harmonious 
relations with the community”; trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 387). With to xotvov he 
designates the entirety of all citizens, the nation, the authorities, and the people of a com- 
munity, not the association; see Rengstorf 1973-1983, II: 509. 
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to their understanding of the Torah. By contrast, the aristocratic-priestly 
Sadducees are as brusque in their interaction with one another and with 
their compatriots as one is with foreigners.** This corresponds to the typi- 
cal arrogance of aristocrats. 

In the two “catalogues of sects” in the Jewish Antiquities Josephus 
supplements this picture of the spiritual elite and adds some material, 
especially in the second one, on the Pharisees and Sadducees.” He gives 
an account of this tripartite division of the “philosophical schools” at the 
right place historically—and not due to literary posturing—in connection 
with special situations of crisis: once at the accession to power of the Mac- 
cabee Jonathan as high priest™ and then (as in Jewish War) in the context 
of the emergence of the “Fourth Party,’ which was called into life by 
Judas the Galilean around 6 CE, when Judas called upon the inhabit- 
ants of Judaea in the context of the census to refuse to pay taxes to the 
Romans.” While Josephus emphasizes in Jewish War that this Judas was 
a scribe with very distinctive views, “whose school of thought resembles 
the other parties in nothing,””° he expresses himself in a more nuanced 
manner ca. fifteen years later in Jewish Antiquities: Judas of Gamla in 
the Gaulanitis is said to have called into life this “Fourth Party,” which 
agreed entirely in its teachings with the Pharisees, but differed from all 
the rest through an unrestrained love for freedom, which recognized God 
alone as Lord,?’ and whose revolutionary “innovation and upheaval” 
especially attracted the youth and led to the revolt against Rome and to 
the catastrophe of the First Jewish War.”* This means that they can be 
regarded as the revolutionary wing of the Pharisaic party of the people. 
Josephus prefers to use the religiously based party name “Zealots” — 
which he does not mention here—for the radical priestly insurgents in the 


2 Jewish War 2.166. 

?3 Antiquities 13.171-173; cf. 18.11-22. 

aA Antiquities 13.171-173 around 153-152 BCE; Nicolaus of Damascus is presum- 
ably his source here. The historical point in time is rightly chosen and is confirmed by CD. 
See section 4.3.2 below. Cf. Saldarini 2000, 119; against Stemberger 1991, 91, who asserts 
that “Josephus simply inserted an atemporal note redactionally.” 

>On this, see section 3.1.3. 

?6 Jewish War 2.118. He designates him and his son Menahem (on him, see section 
3.1.7) as ComtoTys. 

27 Antiquities 18.23: Hhyewova nai Seondty. Cf. J.W. 2.118. On this, see section 
a 

?8 Antiquities 18.4-10, 23. On the “program” of Judas, cf. Hengel 1989c, 90-145 
(GV = 1976c, 93-150) and section 3.1.3. On the division of the Pharisees in 6 CE or 
before the outbreak of the war, see Hengel 1989c, 200-206, 402-4 (GV = 1976c, 204-11, 
409-10). 
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First Jewish War.”? Josephus makes this “Fourth Party” responsible for 
the radicalization—which led to the catastrophe—of the “zeal” for the 
law in the fight against the superior power of Rome, whose present rule 
of the world is included, in his view, within God’s providence. For him, 
as for broad circles of Judaism and early Christianity, Rome is the fourth 
kingdom of Dan 2 and 7 and possesses its power only until the time deter- 
mined by God. Therefore, in his view, the Zealots rebel against God’s 
will when they want to force the end to come. Josephus interprets the 
religious-social component in their revolt against their own upper stratum 
and against Rome in a one-sided manner as greed and desire to kill. How- 
ever, prior to the ritually performed mass suicide at the fortress of Masada, 
he effectively places a final “swan song,” which is—ultimately — marked 
by sympathy, in the mouth of the leader Eleazar ben Yair, who was prob- 
ably a grandson of Judas the Galilean.*° 

He distinguishes the Pharisees, in turn, from the Sadducees and Ess- 
enes. They appeal in their interpretation of the law and in their practice 
to their “tradition of the fathers,” which adapts the law to historical situa- 
tions, whereas the Sadducees adhere to the conservative and literal inter- 
pretation of the law, that is, to the stricter interpretation: 


the Pharisees had passed on to the people certain regulations handed 
down by former generations and not recorded in the Laws of Moses, for 
which reason they are rejected by the Sadducean group (yévoc), who 
hold that only those regulations should be considered valid which were 
written down (in Scripture), and that those which had been handed down 
by former generations need not be observed. And concerning these mat- 
ters the two parties came to have controversies and serious differences, 
the Sadducees having the confidence of the wealthy alone but no fol- 
lowing among the populace, while the Pharisees have the support of the 
masses.*! 


2° Cf. note 390 in chapter 3. On this, see Hengel 1989c, 388-404 (GV = 1976c, 
395-412). For Josephus the followers of Judas the Galilean and the “Sicarii” who pro- 
ceeded from him are not worthy of this name of honor, which is based on the high priest 
and son of Aaron Phineas (cf. Num 25). 

3° Jewish War 7.320-388; cf., by contrast, 7.262—274; on this, see note 391 in chapter 3. 

3! Antiquities 13.297-298 (trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 377); Pharisees: vOwpd tivo 
TAEESOOAV TH SOHWW .. . EX MATEQWV StAdOYT|S; Sadducees: TA 6’ Ex MAQGASOGEWS 
TOV MATEOQWV LN) THEEiv. On the problem of the oral and written Torah, cf. Hengel/Deines 
1996, esp. 426-27 (ET = 1995, esp. 30-31). For the polemic of Jesus against the Pharisaic 
MAOASOOLS THAV MATEQWV, see Mark 7.8-13 = Matt 15.3-6. 
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Josephus portrays here the basic conflict of the two most important parties 
between the time of the Hasmoneans and 70 CE. The Pharisees have suc- 
cess because they are turned to the people with the goal of training them in 
the proper obedience vis-a-vis the law. With Josephus the New Testament 
and the later rabbis, as heirs of the Pharisees, regard this adherence to and 
handing down of extra-biblical “tradition of the fathers” as the character- 
istic feature of Pharisaic teaching.*” Later Josephus emphasizes again the 
fundamental readiness of the Pharisees to defend this tradition also with 
force, and the success that they have among the people on the basis of their 
teaching, entirely in contrast to the Sadducees: 


The Pharisees simplify their standard of living, making no concession to 
luxury. They follow the guidance of that which their doctrine (6 A0yos) 
has selected and transmitted (Gtaeédwxev) as good, attaching the chief 
importance to the observance of those commandments which it has seen 
fit to dictate to them. They show respect and deference to their elders, 
nor do they rashly presume to contradict their proposals . . . the good 
souls receive an easy passage to a new life. Because of these views they 
are, aS a matter of fact, extremely influential among the townsfolk; and 
all prayers and sacred rites of divine worship are performed according 
to their exposition. This is the great tribute that the inhabitants of the 
cities, by practicing the highest ideals both in their way of living and in 
their discourse, have paid to the excellence of the Pharisees.** 


According to Josephus, the success of the Pharisees is due, in addition to 
their exactness in the interpretation of the law, especially to their “doctrine 
of souls,’ which had discovered, in correspondence to the spirit of the 
Hellenistic time, the salvation of the individual. Temple cult and Pharisaic 
piety belong together here, for the law regulates the divinely desired per- 
formance of the cult in the temple. The placement of the prayers before 
the sacrifices can presumably be viewed also as a pointer to the synagogue 
worship services.** 


The doctrine (0 AOyoc) of the Sadducees holds that the soul perishes 
along with the body. They own no observance of any sort apart from 
the laws;*° in fact, they reckon it a virtue to debate with the teachers 
of the path of wisdom that they pursue. There are but few men to whom 


32 Mark 7.3, 5, 8-13; m. ’Abot 1.1ff. 

33 Josephus, Ant. 18.12—15 (trans. L. H. Feldman, LCL, 11, 13; our emphasis). 
34 Cf. Hengel/Deines 1996, 430 n. 101 (ET = 1995, 33 n. 86). 

3° On this, cf. Schréder 1996, 114ff. 
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this doctrine has been made known, but these are men of the highest 
standing. They accomplish practically nothing, however. For whenever 
they assume some office, though they submit unwillingly and perforce, 
yet submit they do to the formulas of the Pharisees, since otherwise the 
masses would not tolerate them.*© 


The “highest standing” pertains to the aristocracy, in the first instance to the 
priestly aristocracy and—with lesser influence—to the lay aristocracy of 
large estate holders, mostly former Hasmonean military leaders and influ- 
ential heads of clans. The small number of followers and the relative lack of 
influence of this party is a consequence of the collapse of Hasmonean rule. 
They were persecuted by Herod and regained a certain—political—power 
only under the Roman prefects in Jerusalem and in the temple. Their direct 
influence upon the people was not very large.*’ With regard to the Essenes, 
Josephus adds what he had passed over in his long report on the sects in 
Jewish War, for example that they send only votive offerings to the Jeru- 
salem temple, whereas they do not sacrifice there but rather have their own 
rites. This distance vis-a-vis the temple is confirmed also by the Qumran 
writings.* 

In his autobiography—an apologetic appendix to Jewish Antiquities, 
where Josephus defends himself*’ against a competitor, Justus of Tiberias, 
especially because of his participation in the Jewish revolt at the begin- 
ning of the war, and adds or corrects some background to the events that 
were communicated in rather summary form in Jewish War—Josephus 
reports that he passed through the three schools himself in order to be able 
to “choose the best,’*° while also attaching himself in youthful enthusiasm 
to an ascetic Bannus, who lived by the Jordan and chastened himself not 
only through special asceticism with regard to food and clothing but also 


°° Antiquities 18.16-17 (trans. L. H. Feldman, LCL, 15, 17, modified). 

37Cf. Acts 4.1; 5.17. Josephus rarely mentions the party affiliation of persons. Annas II 
is designated once as a Sadducee (Ant. 20.199). But the rabbinic accounts confirm the pic- 
ture in Acts; cf. Stern 1987, 610ff. 

38 The account of the Essenes in Josephus, Ant. 18, has such clear points of contact 
with the discussion in Philo that the agreements are best explained by the assumption that 
the two of them used a similar source or that Josephus directly relied on Philo; cf. Schiirer 
1973-1987, II: 562. Philo, Prob. 75, and Josephus, Ant. 18.18—22, mention the number 
four thousand, the rejection of animal sacrifice, agriculture as the predominant work, and 
the rejection of slavery; all this is lacking in J.W. 2.119-161. 

3°? Mason 2003, 121-31, opposes this older consensus of scholarship. According to 
Mason, Josephus, following rhetorical convention, presents a sketch of his own character 
in Life. Cf. the introduction to his commentary (Mason 2001, xlviiiff.) The apologetic 
character of Life in the late period of Domitian, is, however, clear. 

“9 Life 10: ottws YOO MOV aionoeoOat TV GototHy; cf. Life 10-12. 
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through ritual washings.*' After the course of his three-year study he turned 
to a public career path at the age of nineteen and chose the “best party,” 
i.e., that of the Pharisees. For Josephus, following a party involves per- 
sonal “choice” (atoeotuc) and the decision of the individual, which demon- 
strates at the same time the appropriateness of the designation “choice” for 
the respective parties” and also reveals once more the importance of the 
Pharisees. In Josephus their party appears as the most influential group in 
religious and political questions from the time of Salome Alexandra (see 
section 3.1.1), and the Zealots formed their “extreme left wing,” which 
was close to the nationally oriented school of Shammai, from the time of 
Judas the Galilean. 

The self-confident portrayal of Josephus regarding his education 
and his following of the Pharisees has not only been called into ques- 
tion in scholarship* but also criticized as a collecting point for everyday 


41 He may have been an earlier representative of the daily baptizers, hemerobaptists, 
mentioned in later “catalogues of sects.” On this, see Rudolph 1999. He forms a parallel of 
sorts to John the Baptist; see section 9.3. 

” LSI, s.v. atoeouc: “system of philosophic principles, or those who profess such 
principles, sect, school.” On the Christians as a Jewish atoeotc, cf. Acts 24.5, 14; 28.22. 
On the shift of meaning of the term, cf. note 44 in chapter |. The translation of moAtted Wa 
is difficult. According to Life 258, 262 it more likely has the nuance of “to exercise an 
official office.” Josephus was probably consecrated to be a priest at nineteen years of age. 
One need not think here of a proper joining of a party, for the Pharisees formed an open 
association. Whether one was a Pharisee was decided by one’s relation to the law (cf. Phil 
3.5-6) and one’s way of life. Josephus’ interpretation of the law is Pharisaic; cf. Hengel/ 
Deines 1996, 435 n. 113 (no equivalent in the ET). 

43 Siegert 2001, 163 (so also Mason and Saldarini 2000, 118 etc.): “A proper belong- 
ing of Josephus to the Pharisees, which he never mentions elsewhere, is . . . to be called 
into question .. . in light of (his) . . . widely critical presentation of Pharisees. . . . Only 
to the extent that he wanted to exercise political influence . . . did he orient himself to the 
Pharisaic partner.” Thus it is said that Josephus gave his sympathy to the Essenes, in his 
heart he is said to have remained an aristocratic Sadducee and, like them, followed the 
Pharisees in his public career only out of ‘opportunism.’ However, as Josephus presents 
the three parties in terms of their teaching, he belonged to those who let divine providence 
and free will work together; cf., for example, J.W. 6.310 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 
467): “Reflecting on these things one will find that God has a care for men, and by all kinds 
of premonitory signs shows His people the way of salvation, while they owe their destruc- 
tion to the folly and calamities of their own choosing.” With this Josephus explains not 
only the destruction of the Jerusalem temple; this view, which is Deuteronomistic in terms 
of its origin, determines his theology of history as that of the Psalms of Solomon (see sec- 
tion 3.1.1 and note 16 in this chapter). His high estimation of the book of Daniel, with its 
apocalyptic worldview, which the Sadducees firmly rejected, and other observations also 
reveal a stance that is indeed Pharisaic. When, in addition to a member of the high priestly 
families, three Pharisees belonged to the group of four sent from Jerusalem (Life 189-207), 
who supported John of Gischala and intended to remove Josephus as commander in Gali- 
lee, then this not only confirms the well-known rivalry among the leaders of the revolt from 
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topoi.** However, he remains—even in light of the discoveries from Qum- 
ran (see section 4.2)— the most important “eyewitness” for the New Testa- 
ment period, and one should not underestimate his intimate knowledge of 
the Jewish religious parties in view of the seemingly stereotypical speci- 
fications in the catalogue of sects, for it is in this way that they achieve an 
understandable form for his readers. Besides Paul, who says “with regard 
to the law a Pharisee’”* in relation to his pre-Christian outlook, Josephus is 
the only ancient author still known to us who assigns himself to this party. 
Both Paul and Josephus indicate that what is primarily characteristic for 
the designation “Pharisee” is an intensive attachment to the law, which is 
interpreted according to the oral tradition of the fathers. This “ancestral 
tradition” makes it possible to adapt the interpretation of the regulations of 
the law to the respective circumstances and demands of the time.*° 
Josephus has been criticized for describing the Jewish religious par- 
ties in such a Greek guise.*” But why should he, after the catastrophe of 
70 CE, suddenly break with the tried and tested form of introducing these 
parties to a Gentile readership?** Josephus, like Philo and the early Jewish 


the beginning but also shows how divided the Pharisaic party was at the beginning of the 
revolt, when Shammites fought bloodily. Family bonds, old friendships, and political incli- 
nation carried more weight here than pure “party affiliation.” Moreover, Josephus with his 
“maneuverings” was suspected of leaning toward the Romans or wanting to seize power in 
Jerusalem. On the division of the Pharisees right before the outbreak of the war, see Hen- 
gel 1989c, 200-206, 402—4 (GV = 1976c, 204-11, 409-10). On the radical, anti-foreigner 
eighteen halakhot of the school of Shammai that led to the discontinuation of the sacrifice 
for the emperor, see Hengel 1989c, 358ff. (GV = 1976c, 365ff.). 

44 Thus Mason 2003, 39: “it brims with rhetorical commonplaces”; cf. Mason 2001, 21. 

* Phil 3:5-6: natd VOUOV Paoioaioc xatda Choc Sudxwv Ti éxxAnoiav. Cf. Gal 
1.13-14; Acts 22.3. On this, see Hengel 2002, 68-192 (130ff.). 

© Deines 2001a, 492-93. The “prosbul” (proviso) of Hillel (m. Git. 4.3; m. Sebu. 
10.3—7; b. Git. 36a—b) is the most well-known example of how the biblical law is rein- 
terpreted in order to preserve its meaning among other conditions (here the change to 
monetary transactions). With this proviso introduced into the certified document in court, 
a moneylender could prevent his loan from being lost in the year of the Sabbath with the 
remission of debts. The alternative would have been the fundamental refusal to give loans, 
with catastrophic social consequences. 

“7 Cf. Lietzmann 1999, I: 20 (22): “On multiple occasions Josephus takes pleasure 
in telling his readers about the ‘philosophical schools’ of the Jews and puts forth all sorts 
of things about Pharisees and Sadducees, which taste like philosophy, but are suitable for 
impeding the understanding of the real opposition.” 

“8 In the diaspora (and probably also in Rome) the worship in the synagogues with 
prayer, reading of Scripture, and predominantly ethical preaching was regarded as a philo- 
sophical meeting and had an attractive impact as such. Pagan cults did not have anything 
comparable to offer. Philo proceeds in the same way in his description of the Essenes as 
model students of Moses and true philosophers (Philo, Prob.). See also his apology for 
Judaism Hypothetica (Fragment apud Eusebius, Praep. ev. 8.11.1—18). Philo explains the 
behavior of the Roman governor in Syria, Petronius, during the Caligula crisis by stating 
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‘apologists,’ takes up this positively regarded, attractive side of Juda- 
ism when he describes the religious parties of his people as philosophical 
schools comparable to the Stoics and the Pythagoreans.*’ Moreover, every 
educated reader was aware that the Greek philosophical schools were also 
politically active. These philosophical schools were also not concerned 
with mere abstract theory, but especially with the proper, ethical way of 
living. 

He does not coordinate the ascetic Bannus with any of the ‘philo- 
sophical’ elites, but he also does not say that Bannus guided him into the 
Pharisaic school. We also hear nothing from him about the relationship of 
John the Baptist and Jesus of Nazareth to the parties. Only in his account 
of Annas II, whom he explicitly designates as a Sadducee here, and in the 
execution of James, the brother of the Lord, is it recognizable that it must 
have been above all Pharisees who reacted with outrage to the judicial 
murder of James and other Jewish Christians.°! 

When Josephus speaks of concrete incidents (see section 4.3 below), 
we learn more precisely that the controversies within the Jewish parties, 
the reasons why they insisted on differentiation, were based in their differ- 
ent interpretations of the ‘Mosaic law.’ 

The Jewish parties are basically reduced to two in the Synoptic Gos- 
pels. In Mark the opponents of Jesus in Galilee are above all Pharisees: 
once in combination with the Herodians—1.e., partisans of the ruler Herod 


that he was probably not entirely without knowledge of the Jewish “philosophy”; cf. note 
255 in chapter 3. 

“° They turned Abraham and Moses into philosophers, lawgivers, and founders of 
a religion, who were older than the Greeks, who took their wisdom from them; cf., for 
example, Artapanos, Aristobulus, Letter of Aristeas, and then Philo (especially in his Life 
of Moses) and Josephus (for example, Ant. 1.158—159; Ag. Ap. 2.154). Cf. Hengel 1996a, 
210-11, 241-42, 250: “The certainty of the greater antiquity of their own religion or of the 
dependence of the Greek thinkers on Moses and Abraham was able to strengthen the trust 
in the truth and superiority of their own faith and attract pagan sympathizers.” In Ps.-Clem. 
Hom. 4-6 a Jewish apology from the second century is preserved (4.8.1; 4.13.3: 6 6€... 
Tovdatwv AOyos evoeBéotatdc EotLVv). These views also radiated into the motherland. 

>° Josephus, Life 12: Pharisees = Stoics; Ant. 15.371: Essenes = Pythagoreans; he 
classifies the Sadducees neither with the Epicurians nor with the Cynics. While he does not 
mention the Cynics at all, he designates the Epicureans as deniers of divine providence and 
guidance of the world (Ant. 10.278ff.), which he views as refuted by the prophecies of Dan- 
iel. In Jerusalem Alexander lets himself be convinced by the book of Daniel that victory 
over the Persians is granted to him (Ant. 11.337). Therefore, among the Jews an Epicurean 
view of God exists just as little as an atheistic one (Ag. Ap. 2.180—181). Nevertheless, his 
description of the Sadducees calls the Epicureans to mind. Philo of Alexandria follows a 
similar tendency as Josephus when he sings the praises of the Jewish Therapeutai, a group 
related to the Essenes that was located near Lake Mareotis in Lower Egypt, and of the 
Essenes in Palestine; see Philo, Contempl.; Prob.; Hypoth. 11.1-18. 

at Antiquities 20.199—203; cf. note 346 in chapter 3 and section 20.2.2. 
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Antipas—and once with scribes who come from Jerusalem (Mark 3.6; 
7.1). Mark distinguishes more clearly between Pharisees and scribes than 
Matthew later, but he regards the latter to be the leading group of the 
Pharisees, who are committed to the study of the law. Thus, we may be 
dealing with “ideal scenes” in which what is typical is portrayed, because 
Jesus’ behavior elicits Pharisaic protest. Emphasis is placed on Jesus’ 
closeness to sinners and his forgiveness of sins,” his nonascetic way of 
life, his freedom vis-a-vis Pharisaic purity practices such as the washing 
of the hands before eating,°* and the conflicts due to his healings on the 
Sabbath.** In a historically appropriate way, the Sadducees appear only in 
Jerusalem. Their controversy dialogue with Jesus pertains to the question 
of the resurrection.*° This means that ideal scenes can very well have a 
historical background. There are multiple references to the tripartite group 
of high priests, elders, and scribes as opponents of Jesus in the Markan 
passion narrative. They form the leadership of the Jewish aristocracy in 
the Sanhedrin, which consisted of the officiating high priest with members 
of the high priestly families, the elders as the lay nobility, and the scribes 
as the legal specialists. They send some Pharisees and Herodians to Jesus 
with the catch question of whether one may pay taxes to the emperor.°° In 
the passion narrative, the hierarchs, as the politically powerful leadership 
group, are not coordinated expressis verbis to the religious parties.°’ In 
his Gospel and in Acts Luke makes further specifications that show that 
he has knowledge of reliable tradition and, in some cases, unique details. 
We learn only from him that Jesus accepts the hospitality of Pharisees, and 
controversial questions regarding ritual purity are discussed in the conver- 
sation at the table. At the same time, in 12.1 he retains the warning against 
the “leaven of the Pharisees.’”°* This Pharisaic interest in Jesus in Luke 
emphasizes—even more than in the Markan account—the attentiveness 
of the Pharisees to the people. Among other things, it may be connected 
with their shared eschatological expectation. The family of Jesus probably 
came from a Pharisaic milieu (see section 8.3). The bitter opponents of 


>? Mark 2.16; Luke 7.36-50; cf. 5.21, 30; 15.2. 

>? Mark 7.1-5; Luke 11.37-38. 

4 Mark 2.23-24, 27-28 parr.; 3.1-6 parr. Cf. Doering 1999, 398-478. 

°° Mark 12.18-27 parr. Cf. Acts 23.8. See section 18.4. 

© Mark 12.13-17 parr.; cf. already 3.6. In the actual trial against Jesus the Pharisees 
are no longer mentioned. 

7 On this, cf. section 19.2. 

°§ Luke 7.36-39; 11.37-54; 14.1-6; 12.1; cf. Mark 8.15. The interpretation of their 
teaching and education on the law, which penetrates everything as leaven, as “hypocrisy,” 
in 12.1 is a Lukan addition; Mark 8.15 warns Jesus against the leaven of Herod (Antipas); 
Matt 16.6 adds in addition the Sadducees, about whom he no longer has a proper notion; 
see note 70 in chapter 18. 
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the apostles and of the primitive community in Jerusalem are for about 
thirty-five years the Sadducean hierarchs, whereas the Pharisaic school 
head Gamaliel acted more cautiously and with a wait-and-see attitude.” 

Around 150 CE Justin mentions Sadducees, Genists, Merists, Galile- 
ans, Hellenians, Pharisees, and Baptists as Jewish sects. In this enigmatic 
list he starts from the number seven. Independent of him, Hegesippus, 
around 170, speaks multiple times of seven parties that are said to have 
existed within the Jewish people at the time of Jesus and lists Essenes, 
Galileans, Hemerobaptists, Masbotheans, Samaritans, Sadducees, and 
Pharisees.°' Hegesippus and Justin probably use “Galileans” to designate 
the inhabitants of Galilee and not the Zealots, the followers of Judas the 
Galilean.” Day-baptizers and Masbotheans are baptist sects; in Justin 
they are summarized under the term “Baptists.” Justin, who comes from 
Neapolis in Samaria, does not view the Samaritans as a Jewish religious 
party but rather regards them as cousins, who, like the Jews, worship the 
true God and expect the Messiah, and who, like them, do not believe in 
Jesus and are in danger of allowing themselves to be led astray by false 
teachers such as Simon Magus.® In any case, an even greater diversity in 
Palestinian Judaism is visible in these obscure early Christian texts than is 
mediated to us in Josephus’ account of the parties. 

The attestations about the Jewish parties at the time of Jesus in the rab- 
binic literature mostly come from the Tannaitic period, i.e., from the second 
century CE. Thus, they appear to be not so far removed in time. However, 
the recollections of that time are subject to an inner censorship, which has 
reshaped them.™ Nevertheless, characteristic features of the Sadducees 
surface in the discussions between Sadduceans/Boetheans and the “wise” 


°° Acts 4.1-23: 5.17-42. On this, see section 19.1. 

Dialogue 80.4; oi yeviotai—appear to be attested only here; Isidore of Seville 
(Etymologiae 8.4.8) explains oi WeQLotat as meristae appellati eo quod separent scrip- 
turas, non credentes omnibus prophetis, dicentes aliis et aliis spiritibus illos prophetasse. 

°! Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.22.7. Cf. Hippolytus, Haer. 9.18-30 (does not, however, 
mention the ‘baptist sects’); Ps.-Clem. Rec. 1.53—54; Const. ap. 6.61; Epiphanius, Ancora- 
tus 13.3—15; Pan. 16.1ff.; 19.1-6; 53.1—9. On the Samaritans, see Pummer 2002. 

6 A different position is still advocated in Hengel 1989c, 58ff. (GV = 1976c, 59ff.); 
on the Christians as “Galileans” in Epictetus (Diatr. 4.7.6), cf. note 87 in chapter 6 and 
Hengel 2004c, 106-10. 

63 First Apol. 53.3—7. Cf. Pummer 2002, 27; on his origin, see Justin, / Apol. 1.1; on 
Simon Magus and the Samaritans, see / Apol. 26.3. 

as © Stemberger 1999, 437ff. on the controversy between Sadducees (Boetheans) 
and Pharisees in rabbinic literature. On the rabbinic censorship, which reshaped the hag- 
gadic material more strongly than the halakic, cf. Hengel 2002, 133ff., 145ff., and else- 
where. In addition, the general term minim, the “heretic,” which included especially also 
the Jewish Christians, also appeared. 
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over questions of the law and the regulations on ritual purity,°° which we 
learn about in Josephus only in general form. Thus he describes the Sad- 
ducees as “more heartless than all other Jews,’® and indirectly signals that 
this is to be attributed to their strict, conservative criminal law in capital 
processes. The scroll of fasting—a calendar with national holidays—lists 
the fourth Tammuz (June/July) as a festival day on which one may not 
fast: “On the fourth Tammuz the book of the regulations (presumably a 
Sadducean criminal law book) was removed.”®’ 


By contrast, the abstract “ideal” criminal law of the Mishnah appears to attri- 
bute a more humane stance to the Sadducees in some cases: Whoever has 
born false witness may only be stoned if a judgment of death was carried out 
on the basis of this witness. The “wise” as heirs of the Pharisees, however, 
impose the judgment (of death) over the false witnesses as soon as he has 
pronounced his false witness.® The (Pharisaic) opinion of the wise appears 
only superficially as “more heartless,” for it is meant to more effectively pro- 
tect the innocent person who is being accused. In another case as well, the 
Pharisaic-rabbinic interpretation of the law appears stricter at first glance. 
According to Sadducean opinion, the master is responsible for the deeds of 
his slaves and not only for the harm that his animal has caused. By con- 
trast, the Pharisees regard the master to be only responsible for his animal, 
whereas they regard the slaves as accountable human beings with their own 
free will. The Sadducean stance corresponds to the conservative, rich aristo- 
crats, estate holders, who possess their slaves like animals and precisely for 
this reason are fully responsible for them.” 


The religious motivation for the Sadducees’ stance of rejection vis-a-vis 
the teaching of the resurrection of the dead and the reward in judgment in 


© The didactic letter 4QMMT from Qumran (on this, see below) shows that such 
controversies were already conducted in the middle of the second century BCE. 

6° Ant. 20.199; cf. Ant. 13.294. 

°” Megillat Ta‘anit 12; cf. Beyer 1984, 356. The festival day more likely refers to an 
event at the time of Alexandra Salome than to an event at the beginning of the First Jew- 
ish War; Stemberger 1999, 437, leaves the question open. The scroll of fasts lists festival 
days that recall events from the Maccabean revolt until the beginning of the Jewish War; 
for their Pharisaic character, cf. Beyer 1984, 356; Deines 2001a, 484ff. The perspective of 
the festival list is rigorously nationalistic and anti-Sadducean, a document of the radical 
wing of the Pharisees, i.e., the Shammites and Zealots. 

68 m. Makkot 1.6. The stance of the wise corresponds to the model of Daniel in 
the Susanna narrative. On the Sadducee—Pharisee controversy in rabbinic literature, cf. 
Instone-Brewer 1992, 88-118. 

© m. Yadayim 4.7. Cf. Stemberger 1999, 437. 
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the beyond (cf. Isa 66.5-6, 14-15) might appear in the note of Antigonus 
of Sokho (ca. 180 CE) in m. ‘Abot 1.3: 


Do not be like servants who serve the master under the condition of 
receiving a reward but be like servants who serve the master not under 
the condition of receiving a reward. And may the fear of God be over you. 


In ‘Abot R. Nat. A 5 this saying is later continued and quoted for the begin- 
ning of the Sadducean movement.’”° Here the conflict does not emerge over 
the contestation of the idea of reward in Antigonus, but a quarrel arises 
only “over the denial of the beyond and the resurrection.””’ In the rab- 
binic tradition as well, the Sadducees continue to be characterized by their 
rejection of the resurrection and by their wealth. In the second recension 
Zadok and Boethus become students of Antigonus and not separated from 
him by three generations.”” The legendary line of tradition, which makes 
“Zadok” and “Boethus” into a pair, truncates historical recollection in 
personalized form. Moreover, it remains uncertain whether the saying of 
Antigonus reflects the religious earnestness of the Sadducees in the first 
century CE or from an earlier time.” At any rate, it calls to mind Ecclesi- 
astes’ sapiential admonition to fear God, its exhortation to proper joy in 
life in the thought of death.” In ‘Abot of Rabbi Nathan a lingering echo of 


a “Antigonus of Sokkho had two students, who learned his words. And they taught 
(them) to students, and (these) students (taught them again) to students. They stood up and 
tested and said . .. Alone, had our Fathers known that there was another world and (that) 
there was a resurrection of the dead, they would not have spoken in this way. They stood up 
and separated themselves from the Torah, and from them there spread two sects, the Saddu- 
cees and the Boethoseans; the Sadducees were named after Zadok, the Boethoseans were 
named after Boethus. And they used silver vessels and golden vessels all their lives. For 
they were (admittedly) not haughty toward them (i.e., the Pharisees); but the Sadducees 
say: It is among the Pharisees a tradition that they chasten themselves in this world, and in 
the coming world they have nothing.” According to m. ‘Abot 1.4 the legitimate (Pharisaic) 
line of tradition goes via the student of Antigonus Jose ben Joezer and Jose ben Jochanan. 
Cf. also Schremer 1997. 

7’ Avemarie 1996, 366. 

”>Abot R. Nat. B 10 (Schechter 1887, 26). On this, see Avemarie 1996, 367-68. In 
this way the emergence of the party of the Sadducees in the Maccabean period, portrayed 
with typical rabbinic reshaping, would come near the temporal approximation obtained 
through Josephus and the Qumran texts. 

73 Cf. Stemberger 1999, 441, who refers to the parallel in Ps.-Clem. Rec, 1.54. The 
Sadducees deny the resurrection dicentes non esse dignum ut quasi sub mercede proposita 
colatur deus (“saying that it is not appropriate for God to be worshipped as if for promised 
pay”; trans. F.S. Jones 1995, 87). 

74 Cf. Gese 1996, 93, 97: “Kohelet positively regards the limitation of human know- 
ing in principle as the . . . basis of the fear of God. . . . The knowledge of the limit enables 
joyfulness.” Hengel 2003a, I: 128 (GV = 1988, 236): “When Sadduceans and Boethusians 
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Sadducean theology could have been preserved, which—as Ecclesiastes 
and Sirach show—does not end in pure skepticism, let alone atheism, but 
rather takes seriously human knowledge in its limitations.”° 

In our view, Josephus does indeed provide a materially appropriate 
reproduction of the situation of the parties in the catalogue of the sects and 
in his Life. His picture corresponds to an astonishing degree to the pic- 
ture in the New Testament and in the early rabbinic literature. Thus, along- 
side the rich sources made accessible by the Dead Sea scrolls, it rightly 
remains the main witness for the picture of the parties in the first century 
CE, which is supplemented by the New Testament, individual apocrypha 
and pseudepigrapha, archaeological discoveries, and rabbinic accounts, 
whereas the later Christian catalogues of sects in Justin, Hegesippus, and 
Epiphanius remain enigmatic to some extent. 


4.2 The Modification of the Picture of the Parties 
through the Discoveries from Qumran 


The discoveries at Qumran have confirmed the basic tripartite division of 
Josephus. Under the cover names “Judah,” “Ephraim,” and “Manasseh,” 
the Nahum commentary mentions the Qumran Essenes, the Pharisees, 
and the Sadducees.’° The simple people stand under the influence of 
“Ephraim” and is therefore designated by the Pesher with the phrase 


were associated with later generations of the pupils of Antigonus, defending the enjoyment 
of life because they were without hope for the coming world, historical accuracy may have 
been strained, but justification was certainly present.” 

1 Since the literary witnesses with a Sadducean “tendency” — apart from Ecclesiastes, 
Sirach (with qualifications, i.e., without the later additions), and | Maccabees—are so rare, 
the corresponding grave inscriptions obtain special weight. The Aramaic and Greek inscrip- 
tions in the Jerusalem tomb of Jason, a rich priestly family tomb from the time around 
100 BCE, which was looted by Herod I, speak the same language. In Greek “Rejoice, you 
living, brothers, and drink together, no one is immortal”; in Aramaic the fourfold wish of 
peace is conspicuous (05w). Cf. Hengel 2003a, I: 60, 124; II: 150 n. 754 (GV = 1988, 112, 
228, 412 n. 688); Horbury 1994b, 43: “The agreement on the finality of death between 
the majority of the inscriptions (in Egypt) and the Greek Ecclesiasticus . . . suggests that a 
broadly Sadducaic position on death was influential among Jews in both Egypt and Judaea 
in the late Ptolemaic and early Roman periods.” This may apply especially to the priestly 
aristocracy of the Oniads at the temple of Leontopolis. For the reconstruction of the Tomb 
of Jason inscription, see Avigad 1967; Beyer 1984, 328-29; Puech 1983, 492ff.; on the 
discussion, cf. Park 2000, 29-30, 67—72, 96-97. It is not without reason that Paul cites Isa 
22.13 in 1 Cor 15.32; cf. Eccl 9.5.7 as well as 2.24; 3.12ff., 22; 5.17; 8.15. 

7© With “Ephraim” and “Manasseh” the names of the disloyal northern tribes are used 
for the opponents. “Judaea” serves as their self-designation. “Israel” means the whole peo- 
ple. Cf. CD, on this, see section 4.3.2. On the problem of this interpretation, cf. Stemberger 
1991, 104—5; Deines 2001a, 476-77. 
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“simple ones of Ephraim.” They let themselves be led astray by the ones 
who “seek after smooth things,” i.e., by the Pharisaic teachers, who inter- 
pret the Torah “hypocritically” in a “smooth” way that lightens the specifi- 
cations of the law.”’ In the present “Judah” has no influence on “the simple 
ones of Ephraim” and is, on the face of it, completely defeated by the 
Pharisees, but in the future 


when the glory of Judah is revealed, the simple ones of Ephraim will flee 
from their assembly and leave those who mislead them and will join [the 
entirety of Is]rael.” 


At that time the counsel of those who “seek after smooth things” will 
perish. Then the “simple ones” will allow themselves to be guided by the 
Essenes.” Also the aristocratic party of the Sadducees, “the great ones of 
Manasseh, the nobles,” who possess “warriors and heroes of war” —that 
is, who have control of the military power—will lose the rule over Israel 
at the end of time: 


His women, his infants, and his children will go into captivity, his heroes 
and his nobles [will fall] by the sword.*° 


Numerous allusions to contemporary history in this interpretation of 
the book of Nahum make it probable that the Pesher reflects the situa- 
tion after the appearance of the Romans under Pompey —they are called 
kittim—and the plundering of the temple by Crassus and looks back to 
the past under Demetrius III Eucaerus, Alexander Jannaeus—he is called 
Angry Lion—and Queen Alexandra Salome. The bitter controversy is 


17 AQpNah Frag. 3—4 II, 8: “[Its] interpretation concerns those who mislead Ephraim, 
who through deceptive teaching . . . mislead many, kings, princes, priests, and people 
together with proselytes. .. .” Cf. III, 3: “Its interpretation concerns those who seek after 
smooth things (dérse ha-h‘laqét), whose evil deeds will be exposed to all Israel in the 
final time.” “Dérse ha-h‘laqét” is a wordplay with allusion to Isa 30.10; Dan 11.32ff. and 
presumably stands in place of dérse ha-h‘lakhét, those seeking (lightened) halakhot. Cf. 
AQpIsa‘° Frag. 23 10; 4QpNah Frag. 3-4 III, 3.7; 4QMidrEschat IX 12, 13: “They are the 
congregation of those who seek after sm[ooth] things, who seek to to destroy [the men of 
the congregation] through their jealousy and through [their] hostility . . .” (text and trans- 
lation after Steudel 2001, 205; cf. Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, I: 365); see 
further Flusser 1981, 127ff.; Deines 2001a, 476-77. 

78 AQpNah Frag. 3-4 III, 4-5. Cf. the different reconstruction and translation in Garcia 
Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, I: 339. 

™ Deines 2001a, 476 n. 114: “To teach the ‘simple’ and to join . . . them together in the 
tn’ is the expressed purpose of the Qumran-community (see 11QPs 18:3-4 .. .).” 

8° AQpNah Frag. 3-4 IV, 4. 
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conducted especially with the powerful Pharisees, whose influence upon 
the people with respect to questions of the law is regarded as especially 
dangerous in the eyes of the Qumran Essenes. Because the law possesses 
a soteriological function, in the fact that it regulates the cult and the life 
of persons, its scrupulous interpretation is vital.*' The Nahum Pesher and 
other Essene texts as well as Josephus and the Gospels forbid underplay- 
ing the importance of the Pharisees in the first century BCE and CE. 

The most important discovery from Qumran for the early history of 
the Jewish parties (4QMMT) is a didactic letter that is halakic, 1.e., con- 
cerned with the ritual law on the basis of the interpretation of Pentateuch, 
Prophets, and Psalms (an early attestation for the canon), behind which 
stands the authority of the Teacher of Righteousness and which is presum- 
ably aimed at the Maccabeean Jonathan, before he became high priest.* 
It likewise confirms the fundamental “tripartite division” of Josephus and 
also grants— without “Greek guise” — insight into the inner conflicts in the 
middle of the second century BCE. The author of the letter writes “we” 
and directs his presentation of the ritual law—for which twenty-two con- 
troversial cases are provided, which are primarily related to ritual impurity 
and sacrifice—at a group, which is addressed with “you [pl]” (or “you 
[sg]” and “your people”). The views of a third group—they are called 
“they” —are rejected. The letter seeks to win the agreement of the group 
addressed with “you [pl]” to its own position in the interpretation of the 
law and—ain contrast to later Pesher texts on the question of parties—does 
not contain sharp polemic.* Initially an agreement had been hoped for. 
However, the senders stress, in an unmistakable manner, 


we have separated ourselves from the mass of the people and from all 
its impurity,** 


because, in their priestly perspective, the holiness of Israel, Jerusalem, 
and the temple is violated by false rites in the temple service and by 


*! Deines 2001a, 493. 

8? 4Q171 IV 7-9; Qimron/Strugnell 1994, 117-21; cf. A. Lange in Lichtenberger/ 
Lange 1997, 53-54: “MMT is . . . a letter of priestly circles to a Hasmonean ruler” (54). 
Qimron/Strugnell 1994, 121, dates it in the years 159-152 BCE. 

83 Cf. the conclusion of the writing, which stresses: “We have seen that you have 
wisdom and knowledge of the Torah. Consider all these things and seek him that he may 
strengthen your will .. .” (C 27-32); Qimron/Strugnell 1994, 62—63. For the translation, cf. 
also J. Maier 1995-1996, II: 375-76. 

ad © 7-8; Qimron/Strugnell 1994, 58-59, cf. 133. Here we have the first attestation for 
wna, prs, with the meaning “to separate oneself from the people”; it is not yet established 
as a party designation for the Pharisees. The later Essene terminology “turned aside from 
the way of the people” (710) takes up biblical language. 
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illegitimate marriages. A few years earlier, at the end of 164 BCE, after the 
crisis triggered by the Hellenistic reformers, the temple had been purified 
and rededicated by Judas Maccabeus. At this time rites were also intro- 
duced, against which this writing protests. The author strictly insists that 
the ritual commandments must be kept in agreement with the literal sense 
of Scripture and condemns all attempts to adapt the performance of the 
law to the demands of the time. In this regard, the “we” and the “you [pl]” 
groups advocate the later Sadducean position in the interpretation of the 
law, whereas the view of the party rejected with the designation “they” 
corresponds to the Pharisaic perspective.® Thus, 4QMMT shows that later 
discussions in the Mishnah were already being carried out in the middle of 
the second century BCE. 

In one of the six manuscripts a calendar that follows a solar calendar of 
364 days is placed before this foundational document. The different calen- 
dars preserved in Qumran sometimes present in parallel the solar calendar 
of 364 days and the lunar calendar of 354 days, together with the arrange- 
ments for acting priests, for which a six-year comprehensive cycle is then 
obtained. They designate the months with cardinal numbers and not—as is 
the case for the priesthood in Jerusalem—with the month names of Nisan 
to Adar, which correspond to the Seleucidian calendar. This “Qumranite” 
calendar avoids movable feasts and serves to sanctify the Sabbath in a spe- 
cial way, for in this calendar no annual festival can fall on a Sabbath, and 
ritual festival obligations and Sabbath rest do not conflict with each other. 
Such an ideal calendar also serves to ensure complete correspondence to 
the heavenly order with the worship service of the angels.*° 

In questions of ritual purity (and secondarily in the question of the 
correct calendar) the pious in Qumran were not willing to make any com- 
promises. Therefore, they separated themselves from the majority of the 
people and from the cult in the Jerusalem temple. They understood them- 
selves as “a holy house for Israel and the foundation of the holy of holies 
for Aaron,” as a temple of people, in order “to atone for the land” and in the 
wilderness to prepare a way for God through the study of the law in the last 
time before the imminently expected final judgment and eschatological 


8° For discussion, cf. Qimron/Strugnell 1994, 116-17; Deines 2001a, 463-74. 

8° Qimron/Strugnell 1994, 203. First Enoch and Jubilees also follow the calendar of 
364 days. It is likewise followed by the description of the worship service in community 
with the angels in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, which—even if it arose in Hasidic, 
pre-Essene circles—was held in special esteem in Qumran. In the case of the calendars 
handed down by the Qumran Essenes we are presumably dealing with older priestly cal- 
endars that were changed in the Jerusalem temple during the Hellenistic reform in con- 
nection with the Seleucid cultic calendar (Dan 7.25; 1 Macc 1.45-47, 59; 2 Macc 6.7); cf. 
VanderKam 1981. On this, see further Albani 1997. 
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salvation for the members of the yahad, to which also “Israel” will then 
have joined itself.*’ While the Essenes overintensify their requirements for 
purity, so that they could be practiced by only a (small) portion of the peo- 
ple, and for precisely this reason had to separate themselves from the Jeru- 
salem temple, which was unclean for them, the Pharisees wanted to be a 
holiness movement for the whole people and land. The requirements for 
holiness were prescribed by the Torah for all Israel and for the land that 
God had given to Israel. For precisely this reason, the Pharisees insisted 
on a graded extension of the purity specifications, but they did not simply 
want to transfer general priestly regulations and prerogatives to all Jews 
in Eretz Israel.** 

Points of contact with the Sadducees exist not only in the Essene inter- 
pretation of the law, for in Qumran there are also biblical manuscripts in 
Palaeo-Hebrew script, which allow one to infer the influence of Saddu- 
cean scribal scholarship.” In general the “library” preserved in the caves 
of Qumran has massively enriched our knowledge about ancient Palestin- 
ian Judaism. Apart from the aforementioned writings, it contains, among 
other things, all the texts of the books later canonized as the Old Testa- 
ment (with the exception of Esther), along with apocrypha and pseude- 
pigrapha as well as other texts that were not composed by the Qumran 
Essenes but were received by them, such as the Temple Scroll, in which 
God speaks in the first person and which presents the plan for an ideal 
Jerusalem temple and a systematic updating of the laws of Deuteronomy, 
and the War Scroll, a regulation for the eschatological battle of the sons of 
light against the sons of darkness. Using older sources in Qumran, these 
writings were revised and updated in the sense of the group’s own ideol- 
ogy. There are, however, also (collections of) psalms, some of which were 
previously unknown, and liturgies, such as the Songs of the Sabbath Sac- 
rifice, which in the form of praise describe the heavenly worship service 
of the angels and presumably go back to Hasidic-mystical circles. Thus, 
in addition to the genuinely Qumranic texts—such as community rules, 


87 1QS VIII 5.14 (trans. Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, I: 89). The designa- 
tion yahad implies, as in Hellenistic associations, a voluntarily joined community; see 
note 125 in this chapter and Hengel 1996a, 271-75. For the rejection of the Jerusalem 
temple cult as unclean, cf. CD XI 17-21; 1QS IX 3ff. and elsewhere; the priestly self- 
understanding finds expression especially in the rules of the sect. Isaiah 40.3 is quoted in 
1QS VIII 14; for the conception of the “temple of humans” in the Midrash on Eschatology 
(4Q174), see section 4.5. 

88 Cf. Hengel/Deines 1996, 446-49: They “wanted . . . to derive the graded purity 
prescribed for the whole people from Scripture and tradition and live it out as models” 
(448; ET = 1995, 47). 

* Tov 1996. 
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psalms, and prayers, fragments of calendars and priestly orders, and the 
earliest commentaries on the Psalter and on the books of the prophets, 
the so-called pesharim, in which the holy Scriptures are allegorically inter- 
preted in relation to their own community in the last days and in relation 
to the end-time—this “library” also contains works that are not “sectarian 
products” but provide information about the eschatological expectations 
of broader circles, to which we will return at a later point. 

The discoveries from Qumran have confirmed the basic tripartite divi- 
sion of the major Jewish parties of Josephus. However, they have shown 
at the same time that while they are not incorrect, the different opinions 
specified by Josephus as criteria of party membership—on the one hand, 
about divine providence and free will, and, on the other hand, about the 
fate of the dead—do not represent the origin of the controversy that led 
to disagreement. What was decisive were halakic questions of purity, of 
the cult, and of the understanding of Scripture. In both Jewish War and 
in Jewish Antiquities Josephus provides a “philosophical” description 
of the parties, in which he presupposes a broad consensus of the Jewish 
self-understanding and avoids discussing the controversy over the proper 
interpretation of the law and the eschatological hopes of the people, which 
would have been incomprehensible for his non-Jewish readers.”’ For 
political reasons already, he could not discuss in Rome the urgent Jewish 
eschatological expectation. That he was familiar with it, indeed that he 
himself basically shared it, is shown by his conspicuous high estimation of 
the book of Daniel. Like Luke, at approximately the same time, he was an 
opponent of a self-destructive near expectation only on the basis of painful 
historical experience. 


4.3 On the History of the Parties 
4.3.1 On the Samaritan Schism 


More recent excavations on the holy mountain of the Samaritans, Mount 
Gerizim, appear to have shed more light into the darkness of the emergence 


°° Qimron/Strugnell 1994, 175-76: “From MMT we learn the reasons for the 
schism. .. . Josephus gives the impression that the sects were primarily divided over theo- 
logical questions. ... He was concerned to produce an explanation that would make sense 
to his Greek (and Roman) readers. But the fact that only matters of practice are mentioned 
in MMT confirms the view that it was not dogma, but law that was apt to produce lasting 
schisms in Judaism.” The question is whether “dogma” and “law” can be separated in this 
way, for the view that only the literal understanding of the “law” corresponds to God’s 
undistorted will is itself “dogma.” This also applies to the ordering of the cult determined 
by the solar calendar. The threat of judgment is also “dogma.” 
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of the Samaritan religious community.?' The excavators assume that there 
was a sanctuary there, which was built at the time of Nehemiah and that 
continued older Yahwistic traditions.” In the fourth and third century 
BCE this temple was expanded into a sanctuary, which was surrounded 
with a formidable temenos wall, on the main peak in the center of a Hel- 
lenistic city. They were both destroyed toward the end of the second cen- 
tury CE.”* Already the Davidide Zerubbabel and the high priest Joshua 
are said to have rejected the rebuilding of the Jerusalem temple with the 
support of the upper stratum, who had been deported by the Assyrians 
from the land of the two rivers to Samaria and had accepted the Yah- 
weh faith, which provoked the indignation of the “people of the land.” 
The rivalries between Jerusalem and Samaria were probably intensified 
when Nehemiah became the Persian governor of Judaea. The controversy 
between him and the Persian governor of Samaria, Sanballat I, had ini- 
tially led, due to political competition, to the building of the aforemen- 
tioned Yahweh temple on Mount Gerizim.” This was not built according 
to the Jerusalem model. However, there is no reason to regard doctrinal, 
halakic, or liturgical differences as the original cause of the schism, for 
the cult on Mount Gerizim also corresponded to the ritual requirements 
of the Pentateuch.” At the same time, the marriage law given by Nehe- 
miah, which was intended to serve the religious restitution of Judaea, was 
directed against the clan of the “Horonite” Sanballat (I), whose son-in- 
law came from the Jerusalem high priestly family,”’ and against the clan 


°! On the present-day terminology, which uses “Samaritans” to designate the Yahweh- 
believing religious community, whose cultic center is Mount Gerizim and who have mono- 
theism, Pentateuch, and observance of the law in common with the Jewish adherents of 
Zion, see Dexinger 1992, 83, 100 (and passim), who also makes a distinction between 
“proto-Samaritans” and “Samaritans” after the destruction of the temple on Mount Ger- 
izim; B6hm 1999, 7-8; Pummer 2002, 2; Zangenberg 2008 (GV = 2001). 

a8 Naveh/Magen 1997, 10*; cf. Magen 2000; Stern/Magen 2002; Na’ aman 2004, 816 
(EP = 2002), 

°3 Cf. Naveh/Magen 1997; for the conquering by John Hyrcanus, see note 113 below. 

°4 Azra 4.1-5. Cf. Dexinger 1992, 96-100: “with paxn oy the nondeported Israelites of 
the northern kingdom (are) meant. . . . The legitimate rejection of the syncretistic colonists 
of the north . . . is silently transferred to the Yahweh-believing portion of the population . . . 
= proto-Samaritans” (99-100). 

» Cf, Albertz 1997, II: 589; Frey 1999, 185: “. .. we may conclude, that . . . in the 
present case of temple rivalry, the political interests on both sides seem to have provided 
the most important reasons for the establishment of the Samaritan sanctuary.” On Sanbal- 
lat, see note 97 below. 

28 Frey 1999, 185: “we have no reason to think that doctrinal, halakic, or liturgical 
differences were the basic motivation for the Samaritans’ cultic separation.” 

°7 Nehemiah 13.28-29: “And one of the sons of Jehoiada, son of the hi gh priest Eliashib, 
was the son-in-law of Sanballat the Horonite; I chased him away from me. Remember 
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of the “Ammonite” Tobias.”* These two clans wanted to strengthen their 
influence in Jerusalem by marrying into the high priestly family and into 
the aristocracy and, against the corresponding hope of the Jewish aristoc- 
racy, with this politics of marriage to promote the unity and well-being of 
the whole nation. With the Samaritan upper stratum the Yahweh-believing 
population in the territory of Samaria was simultaneously excluded from 
the Jerusalem cult, which necessitated the building of a Yahweh temple 
on Mount Gerizim.” 

Josephus consistently follows the anti-Samaritan polemic of the Jews, 
which was common in the first century. He dates the first temple construc- 
tion on Mount Gerizim and the conflict with the priesthood more than one 
hundred years later under Sanballat II, shortly before the time of Alexan- 
der the Great,'°’ and connects this with a schism within the Jewish priest- 
hood, triggered by a “mixed marriage.”'®! 

During the reign of Darius III (336-330 BCE), Manasseh, the brother 
of the high priest Jaddua, married Nicaso, the daughter of the governor 
Sanballat (IID) of Samaria. Sanballat is said to have promised that good 
relationships with Jerusalem would result from this marriage.'® But the 
elders in Jerusalem required that Manasseh either get divorced from his 


them, O my God, because they have defiled the priesthood, the covenant of the priests and 
the Levites” (NRSV). The Manasseh tradition goes back to this son-in-law. Sanballat I, the 
Persian governor of Samaria, was an Israelite. His family probably belonged to the people 
who returned from exile under Zerubbabel, who colonized the east-Jordan land. Nehemiah 
calls him “Horonite,” because he came from Hauran. Sanballat was Yahweh-believing and 
gave his sons Yahweh-phoric names; on this, see Mittmann 2000, 17-28. For Josephus this 
Sanballat is identical with his descendant Sanballat I, whom he dates under Darius III and 
for whom he is a (half-)pagan “Cuthite” (cf. 2 Kgs 17.24); according to him, the Samari- 
tans come from these Cuthites (Ant. 11.302). In the portrayal of the dissolution of mixed 
marriages under Ezra (Ant. 11.145—153) he follows the presentation of 1(3) Ezra and thus 
avoids coming into difficulties with his late placement of Sanballat. 

°8 Nehemiah 6.1ff.; 13.4, 7. The Tobiads, whom we encounter again in Ptolemaic time 
(see Hengel 2003a, I: 267-69; GV = 1988, 487-89), were also “Israelites,” as shown by the 
Yahweh-phoric name tébiyya/TwBtac. Tobias was the governor of Ammon appointed by 
the Persians. Later the Tobiads were Ptolemaic and Seleucid “liege lords.” 

*° On this, see Frey 1999, 185. 

109 Josephus, Ant. 11.321—322. For the analysis of the sources and traditions used by 
Josephus in Ant. 11.302—347, cf. Dexinger 1992, 102-27. 

'0l Josephus, Ant. 11.302-324. For the interpretation of 2 Kgs 17, where the Cuthites 
are named among the people deported to north Israel by the Assyrians, in the time of early 
Judaism, cf. Bohm 1999, 105-33. 

102 Antiquities 11.302-303. Note the Greek names. The recently discovered coins of 
“Shomron” and the seal impressions of the Samaritan documents of Wadi ed-Daliyeh dem- 
onstrate already prior to Alexander a considerable “Hellenistic” cultural influence, depen- 
dent on the Phoenician metropolises, in the city. On this, see Pummer 2002, 187; Meshorer/ 
Qedar 1991. On the seal impressions, see Leith 1997. The latter already had a completely 
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wife or surrender his high priestly rights. Manasseh turned to his father-in- 
law, who promised him the high priesthood in the temple that was to be 
erected on Mount Gerizim following the Jerusalem model. But it was not 
only Manasseh who was married to a Samaritan woman: 


But as many priests and Israelites were involved in such marriages, great 
was the confusion which seized the people of Jerusalem. For all these 
deserted to Manassés, and Sanaballetés supplied them with money and 
with land for cultivation and assigned them places wherein to dwell, in 
every way seeking to win favour for his son-in-law.!° 


“Unlike in Neh 13.28 the concern in the Manasseh tradition is . . . not 
with the problem of mixed marriages as such but with the readiness 
of some Jerusalem priestly groups to be in charge of a temple outside of 
Jerusalem.”’!™ In Josephus’ account of the temple on Mount Gerizim dif- 
ferent events have merged into one. The temple from the Persian time and 
the expansions to a large temple district under Antiochus III become a sin- 
gle temple erected under Alexander the Great. Like the miraculous events 
at Alexander’s visit in Jerusalem and his reverence for the high priest 
Jaddua, which are recounted by Josephus in this context, the accounts of 
the founding of the temple on Mount Gerizim and of Alexander’s inqui- 
ries about whether the Samaritans were really Jews are painted over in a 
strongly legendary manner. Through later sources we know that Alexander 
destroyed Samaria in 331 BCE because of a revolt and replaced it with 
a Macedonian military colony. Shechem and the temple city on Mount 
Gerizim thus became the main places of the Samaritans.'” By contrast, 
from then on Samaria itself was a pagan city, and—apart from the short 
interruption in the Hasmonean period—this also remained the case under 
Roman rule. 

Josephus’ note that the temple on Mount Gerizim outlasted Alexan- 
der’s short reign and that the priest city “Shechem” was a place of ref- 
uge for the Jerusalem person (priest?) who was accused of having eaten 
something unclean, of violating the Sabbath, or of having done something 


Hellenistic character prior to Alexander, even more than the coins, which also show a Per- 
sian influence in part. On this, see Hengel 2001e, 14-16. 

es Josephus, Ant. 11.312 (trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 465). We find a late echo of the 
mixed-marriage problem in 4 Bar. 8.1—9, which reckons with the eschatological conversion 
of the Samaritans and their ‘homecoming’ to Zion (see OTP II, 414—25; cf. Schaller 1998, 
743-47). In Mart. Isa. 3.1-12 they are not viewed so positively. The opponent of Isaiah is a 
Samaritan named Belkira/Malkira. On this, see Van der Horst 2006, 140-44. 

104 Dexinger 1992, 126-27. 

105 Hengel 1980c, 8-9 (GV = Hengel 1976a, 19-20). 
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else against the law reflects the continuing rivalry.'°° However, the first 
Jerusalem priests who supported the Yahweh cult on Mount Gerizim by 
no means understood themselves as apostate, and there was also not a 
“definitive break.’’!°” 

The Torah of Moses and the life according to the law remained in 
common. The changes in the Samaritan Pentateuch represent a later 
development,'® and the controversy about which mountain God should 
be worshipped on is still discussed in the Gospel of John.'”’ As the two 
inscriptions from the Samaritan diaspora synagogue in Delos attest,!!° the 
Samaritans designate themselves as 


Israelites who bring offerings to the holy temple on Hargarizin. 


The debate in the Egyptian diaspora between Jews and Samaritans over 
the age of the respective temples appears to have lasted for quite some 


106 Josephus, Ant. 11.346-347. 

107 Albertz 1997, Il: 589: “endgiiltigen Bruch.” 

108 Several fragments of texts from Qumran (4QPaleoEx*; 4Q158 frag. 6-8; 4Q175 
1-8) likewise contain expansions in the Decalogue following Exod 20.17; in common is 
especially the expansion with Deut 18.18 (“I will raise up for them a prophet like you . . .”), 
which attests the expectation—which is characteristic of Samaritan eschatology—of a 
Moses redivivus as the eschatological savior also for Judaea. The stronger emphasis on 
Mount Gerizim through the insertion of Deut 27.2b-3a, 4-7 as tenth commandment pre- 
sumably took place in the Samaritan Pentateuch only after the destruction by Hyrcanus, 
just as this happened, conversely, with the (Jewish) placement of Mount Gerizim in the 
vicinity of Gilgal (Deut 11.30). The commonalities between the Qumran fragments and 
the Samaritan Pentateuch attest the continuing close connection in the third and second 
centuries BCE. The later changes reflect the conflicts after the Hasmonean conquest. Cf. 
Bohm 1999, 80, 313-16. 

10° John 4.20. On the Jewish polemic, cf. Tob 1.4-8; Sir 50.26: “the foolish people 
that dwell in Shechem”; Jubilees 30.5ff.; Testament of Levi 5—7; Liv. Pro. 5.2: Hosea, 
the prophet of the northern kingdom, refers the disloyal Samaritans (cf. Hos 14.1) to their 
transgression of the obligations adopted with Josh 24.25ff. See Schwemer 1995/1996, II: 
11-19; Van der Horst 2006, 140-44. 

'!® Bruneau 1982, 462-74, 483-84, dates one of them to 250-175 BCE and the 
other to 150-50 BCE. The Samaritan author of Pseudo-Eupolemos, Frag. 1.15 (Eusebius, 
Praep. ev. 9.17.5—6; Holladay 1983, 172), recounts the hospitable reception of Abraham by 
Melchizidek in the city in the temple of Hargazin, which in translation means “Mountain 
of the Highest.” AgyaotCtv is written as one word in the Samaritan literature; cf. Holladay 
1983, 183 n. 21. During the “religious emergency” under Antiochus IV, the Samaritans, 
with their designation the “hospitable Zeus” (Zevc E€vioc: 2 Macc 6.2) for the highest God 
and the preservation of the traditional cult, remained loyal to the regulations of the Mosaic 
law, entirely differently from the radical Hellenistic reformers in Jerusalem; on this, see 
Hengel 2001e, 16. 


154 Jesus and Judaism 


time!” and also to have been acrimoniously conducted with regard to the 


respectively legitimate succession of the high priestly office.''” 

No wonder the Hasmoneans, in the ‘restitution’ of the state to a unity 
that encompassed the whole territory of the twelve-tribe people, wanted to 
bring an end to this “competition temple” as quickly as possible. The city 
with its temple, which was presumably named Hagarizim after the moun- 
tain, was destroyed by John Hyrcanus and was never able to be rebuilt by 
Samaritans.''? Hyrcanus also leveled the priestly city Shechem. Samaria 
was taken after a one-year siege.''* Thus, Hyrcanus destroyed not only 
the Hellenistic-pagan Samaria but also the cult centers of the Samaritan 
religious community in order to establish the Jerusalem monopoly of 
the cult and his dynasty’s legitimation claim to the high priestly office.’ 
The Hasmonean conquest had serious consequences, but it led neither 
to a crisis of identity for the Samaritans nor to their attachment to the 
Jerusalem temple. However, it also did not result in a complete break, 
as the analogous religious developments demonstrate.'!° The marriage of 
Herod I with the Samaritan Malthace and the appointment of her sons as 
successors (see section 3.1.1) more likely promoted again the violent out- 
break of religious tensions in the first century. We have already refered to 
the nightly defilement of the Jerusalem temple with bones of the dead by 
Samaritans''’ and the later military conflicts between Jews and Samaritans 
on account of the murder of one or several Galilean festival pilgrims.''® 
The fact that these Jerusalem pilgrims were not appreciated and welcomed 
by Samaritans is understandable after the Hasmonean destruction of their 


"ll Josephus, Ant. 12.10, speaks of otéoetc and says that they fought with each other 
over the question of where the offerings should be sent. 

'2 Josephus, Ant. 13.74-79: Ptolemaios Philometer (180-145 BCE) decided the con- 
troversy in favor of the Jews. The speakers of the Samaritans and their followers were 
condemned to death. 

‘13 Josephus, J.W. 1.62—63; Ant. 13.254ff. Josephus dates these conquests to ca. 128 BCE. 
According to the archaeological investigations, we must date them later, to ca. 107 CE. Cf. 
also Megillat Ta‘anit 22. 

‘4 Josephus, J.W. 1.64; Ant. 13.281. For the liberation by Pompey and the refounding 
by Herod as “Sebaste,” see note 91 in chapter 3. On the history of Samaria, cf. also B6hm 
1999, 46-54. The place that succeeded Shechem was presumably the Sychar mentioned in 
John 4.5; cf. Hengel 1999b, 300-8; Bohm 1999, 90-93. 

''S Cf, Bohm 1999, 84. 

6 On the miqva’ot, the structures for ritual baths of immersions, cf. B6hm 1999, 
82-83. 

By osephus, Ant. 18.29—30, dates the incident under Coponius (6-8 CE). On this, see 
note 223 in chapter 3. 

118 Josephus, J.W. 2.232-246; Ant. 20.118 speaks, by contrast, of many pilgrims. On 
this incident, cf. note 305 in chapter 3. 
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sanctuary.'!? We find a pointer to this in the narrative of the rejection of 
Jesus and his disciples in a Samaritan village in Luke 9.51-56, “because he 
was on the way to Jerusalem” (v. 53). 

The Samaritans also allowed themselves to be infected by the apoca- 
lyptic fever. The trek to Mount Gerizim under the leadership of a prophet 
in 35/36 CE, in order to find the temple vessels of Moses, probably did 
not serve only to prove the legitimacy of this mountain vis-a-vis Mount 
Zion. Once again we know of this incident only through the tendentious 
presentation of Josephus, but the emphasis on the promise of Deut 18.18- 
22 in the Samaritan Pentateuch makes it likely that this prophet regarded 
himself as Moses redivivus, i.e., as the Samaritan ‘Messiah.’ !”° 

The Samaritans participated in the revolt against Rome, and a liturgi- 
cal text with “Hagarizim” in Samaritan script was found on the fortress of 
Masada.””! 

The confusion of Samaritans and Sadducees among the church fathers 
led to a persistently held view that the Sadducees also regarded only the 
Pentateuch as holy Scripture.’’? The Samaritan Simon Magus, who was 
baptized by Philip and who was reprimanded because of his erroneous 
belief by Peter (a conflict whose outcome Luke leaves open),'” became 
a heresiarch in the course of the second century CE. Justin states that 
he came from Gitta and notes that ‘“‘almost all Samaritans honor him as 
the first God.” Irenaeus traces back all Christian Gnostic false teaching to 
Simon; he is regarded as the teacher of the Gnostic Menander, who came 
from the Samaritan village of Kapparetaia and whose student Satornil is 
said to have been active in Antioch. Christian gnostics of the second cen- 
tury presumably appealed to Simon as well as to other negative figures.'** 


9 Luke 9.51-53; John 4.9; cf. Josephus, J.W. 2.232; Ant. 20.118; Life 145, 241, 
268ff., 317ff. On this, see Bohm 1999, 216ff. 

!20 On the political connections, see the end of section 3.1.3. The term “Taheb,” the 
“Restorer” as Samaritan Messiah, is only attested much later, but the Samaritan Decalogue 
expansion with Deut 18.18 and 27.4-7 connects the eschatological “Prophet like Moses” 
and Mount Gerizim (on the Samaritan messianic expectation, cf. also John 4.25 and Justin, 
I Apol. 53.6); on this, see B6hm 1999, 81. The Samaritans had to reject the Davidic Mes- 
siah just as much as the temple on Zion. Deuteronomy 18.15-22 also plays a certain role in 
Qumran. See J. Zimmermann 1998, 314-15, 332-42, 476ff., and 512 index. 

'21 Josephus, J. W. 3.307-315. Cf. Talmon 1997; Hengel 2001e, 16. 

22 Thus B6hm 1999, 78, with reference to J. Maier 1988, 216. 

123 Acts 8.9-13, 18-24. On this, see Avemarie 2002b, 51-54, 243-54, and elsewhere. 

i Justin, Dial. 120.6; 1 Apol. 26.2; 56.2; Irenaeus, Haer. 1.23.1—4. Irenaeus makes 
Simon the anti-apostolic founding father of the gnostic heresy. Cf. Hengel 1997b, 212ff. 
(ET = 2012a, 505ff.); K. Beyschlag 1974. See also Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 
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4.3.2 On the History of the Essenes, Pharisees, and Sadducees 


As Wellhausen had already observed, the emergence of the Jewish parties 
is located in the context of the Hellenization of Palestinian Judaism and of 
the concomitantly “emerging individualism. .., which found expression 
as personal decision for a specific form of piety.”’!*° 

Josephus presupposes the existence of the three parties in the middle 
of the second century BCE. At the time of Jonathan Maccabeus (the time 
after his victory over Demetrius II is in view, ca. 146 BCE), Josephus 
says that 


there were three schools of thought among the Jews, which held different 
opinions concerning human affairs.'° 


Their emergence is located in connection with the rapid collapse of the 
anti-Hellenistic front, which had sustained the Maccabean revolt. This 
chronology is confirmed by the Essene Damascus Document: 


And at the period of wrath, three hundred and ninety years after having 
delivered them up into the hand of Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, he 
visited them and caused to sprout from Israel and from Aaron a shoot 
of the planting, in order to possess his land... . And they realised their 
iniquity and knew that they were guilty {men}; but they were like blind 
persons and like those who grope for a path over twenty years. And God 
appraised their deeds . . . and raised up for them a Teacher of Righteous- 
ness, in order to direct them in the path of his heart.'?’ 


According to the Essene reckoning of time, with the number 390 
we come to the year 170 BCE, to the time of the “Hellenistic reform” 
and of the following religious emergency under Antiochus IV.'** In this 


'25 Deines 1997, 47, 546 (quotation and emphasis by Roland Deines); cf. Hengel 
1996a, 79-80, 159, 168, 270, 308; on the phenomenon, see Nock 1933. The Essenes are 
also an “association,” which the members voluntarily join on the basis of personal “repen- 
tance”; see note 87 above. The membership can be applied for only by adults (1QS V 1.10; 
1QSa I 6ff.). On the other side, this voluntary decision is traced back to God’s election, 
which is understood deterministically. Here, there exists an analogy to Paul and John. 

126 Antiquities 13.171: aiggoeic. 

eT 15-11 (trans. Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, I: 551; cf. Lohse 1971b, 
67). Cf. Hengel 2003a, I: 175ff., 179-80 (GV = 1988, 319ff., 327-28). 

128 With this we come—independently of Josephus but in agreement with him—to a 
dating of the “schism.” Cf. also section 4.5 for the dating. The “reform” began with the 
accession to the reign of Antiochus IV in 175 BCE. The actual persecution with the des- 
ecration of the temple and the revolt of Judas Maccabeus began in 167 BCE. 
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crisis the religious repentance movement of the Hasidim offered resis- 
tance to the Hellenistic foreign infiltration and supported the struggle for 
freedom under the leadership of Judas Maccabeus.'”? After ca. twenty 
years, the repentance movement'*’ split with the emergence of a priest, 
the prophetic-charismatic Teacher of Righteousness, to whom God had 
“opened all the secrets of the words of his servants, the prophets,” into 
the Essene-Qumranic group under his priestly leadership and into the 
Pharisees —under the leadership of the “Man of the Lie,” who is excluded 
from the “counsel of the community”'*!—who initially remained allied 
with the Maccabees. Essenes and Pharisees possess a common root in this 
“community of the pious,” the Hasidim. The Teacher of Righteousness 
was of Zadokite lineage, i.e., he came from the old, legitimate high priestly 
dynasty of the Zadokites, who had lost power through the reformers at the 
time of Antiochus IV, but we unfortunately do not learn his proper name 
in any of the sources.'* The “Teacher Hymns” contained in the Hodayot 
reflect the difficult conflicts with opponents but also his consciousness of 
been chosen by God: 


... 80 that I became a trap for offenders, but a medicine for all who turn 
away from offence. . .. But you have set me like a banner for the elect of 
justice, like a knowledgeable mediator of secret wonders. 


You have established me (for priestly service) for your covenant, and I will 
cling to your truth [...] You made me a father for the sons of kindness. . . . 


I give [you] thanks, [Lord], because you have taught me in your truth, 
you have made me know your wonderful mysteries. . . .'*° 


'29 First Maccabees 2.42: ovvaywy?) AowWaiwv; cf. 7.13; 2 Macc 14.6; cf. the “wise” 
in Dan 11.33ff. On this, cf. Hengel 2003a, I: 175-210 (GV = 1988, 319-81); Hengel 1996a, 
165-70; Kampen 1988, 45-150. Cf. also the derivation of Eooaiot or Eoortyvou from 
Aramaic hsyh in note 7 above. 

130 1QpHab VII 3-5 interprets Hab 2.2 with reference to the Teacher of Righteous- 
ness. On his person, see G. Jeremias 1963. 

'51 AQPs* 37 (4Q171) IV 14; IV 18-19. The “Groningen hypothesis” advocates a 
different hypothesis: the pious in Qumran split off from the Essenes and thus became a sub- 
group of the Essenes. Cf. Garcia Martinez / Van der Woude 1989/1990; on this, see J. Maier 
1995-1996, III: 21. 

'S? AQpPs? 37 II 18; III 15; IV 8: The “Wicked Priest,” who is presumably to be iden- 
tified with the high priest Jonathan, sought to kill him. Here, there is also mention of the 
“torah” that the Teacher of Righteousness had sent to the Wicked Priest, which probably 
corresponds to 4QMMT. Cf. the presentation of the discussion in VanderKam 2010, 127-33. 

133 1 QH* X 8-9.13; XV 19-20, 26-27 (trans. Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, 
I: 161, 162, 179). On the numbering and demarcation of Teacher Hymns, see A. Lange in 
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In light of the irenic writing 4QMMT, it is unlikely that he wanted to estab- 
lish himself in Jerusalem as high priest (let alone that he held the office after 
Alcimus 159-152 BCE) and was displaced by the Maccabean Jonathan of 
the priestly order of Joarib, who was appointed high priest by Alexander 
Balas for political-military reasons and designated “Wicked Priest” in the 
commentary on Ps 37. The sharp polemic against the Pharisees in the Qum- 
ran writings can be explained by both their mutual nearness and their oppos- 
ing solutions to the problem of how the true Israel that was well-pleasing to 
God was to come into existence. The Essenes achieved the divinely desired 
holiness in the elite separation from all impurity in their community, in the 
yahad. The Pharisees, by contrast, regarded themselves as a holiness move- 
ment for the whole people. This earned them the Essene accusation of “‘seek- 
ing after smooth things,” for a capacity to compromise, as it was exhibited 
by the Pharisees, could appear only as “deception” to them. The Essenes had 
in common with the Sadducees the conservative, literal interpretation of the 
law. Analogously to the Samaritan “schism,” these new factions had their 
origin above all in divisions within the priesthood as the religious-political 
“hereditary nobility” of the Jewish people. Even though the Pharisees in the 
first century CE appear as a renewal movement that was predominantly car- 
ried by laypeople, though it had numerous followers in the simple priesthood, 
they nevertheless had—in addition to their Hasidic heritage—priestly-scribal 
roots.!** 

A break between Pharisees and Hasmoneans already occurs under 
John Hyrcanus. The conflict was triggered by doubt regarding the legiti- 
macy of his holding of the office of high priest, since his mother was a 
Seleucid prisoner of war for a time, and the question of whether such an 
attack on the high priest represented a blasphemy that must be punished 
by death (so the Sadducean view) or only with fetters and blows (thus 
the Pharisees). Hyrcanus allied himself thereafter with the Sadducees and 
abrogated new legal regulations that he had introduced together with the 
Pharisees.'*> After this there was a civil war, which intensified under Alex- 


Lichtenberger/Lange 1997, 64. In the Habakkuk Pesher this Teacher becomes the “exegete 
of the prophets par excellence” (Steudel 1994, 204). 

'34 Schaper 1999 traces back the Pharisees somewhat one-sidedly to the Levites. This 
may apply in the first instance for the scribes; however, at least some of the Pharisaic early 
figures, such as Jose ben Joezer, the uncle of Alcimus/Jacimus, were priests (m. ‘Abot 1.4). 
Cf. Deines 2001a, 494 ff. with note 183. On the Pharisees as a movement that was predomi- 
nantly composed of laypersons, cf. Hengel 1999b, 63-64. 

a Josephus, Ant. 13.288—298. Stemberger 1991, 98-103, regards the account about 
Hyrcanus’ break with the Pharisees to be historically doubtful and suggests that the break 
occurred only under Alexander Jannaeus. This skepticism, however, is unjustified; see 
Hengel/Deines 1996, 462ff. (ET = 1995, 55ff.); even the Rabbinic tradition records that 
Hyrcanus fell away from the Torah at the end of his reign. The problem of blasphemy 
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ander Jannaeus, who had eight hundred Pharisees, whom Demetrius HI 
called on for help against him, crucified.'*° But on his deathbed Jannaeus 
advised his wife to seek reconciliation with the Pharisees, for they had 
great influence upon the people.'*’ Alexandra Salome comes to power 
through the support of the Pharisees, who then execute bloody vengeance 
on their opponents, for “while she had the title of sovereign, the Pharisees 
had the power.”'** She also reintroduces the Pharisaic laws “in accordance 
with the tradition of the fathers,” which her father-in-law Hyrcanus had 
abrogated.'*° For this change of power we have as continuous sources 
the one-sided presentation of Josephus, which is based on Nicolaus of 
Damascus. To this can be added individual comments in the Qumran texts 
and in rabbinic literature. The Nahum commentary castigates both parties 
for these events,'*° but likewise fails to mention the names of the Jewish 
opponents. It is only with the rabbinic sources that the change of power is 
traced back to Simeon ben Shetach: 


And the world was desolate until Simeon ben Shetach came and the 
Torah returned to its former significance." 


During the reign of Salome Alexandra the Pharisees held the majority 
in the Sanhedrin and thus the jurisdiction of capital punishment, even 
though the weak Hyrcanus II presided. The tractate ‘“Abot attributes to ben 
Shetach and his companion Yehuda ben Tabai maxims that call for careful 


against the high priest also appears in the trial of Jesus; see note 33 in chapter 20 and sec- 
tion 20.2.2. 

136 Josephus, Ant. 13.380-383. After this, eight thousand opponents of Jannaeus fled 
into exile. 

'37 Josephus, Ant. 13.401: SvvacOan Sé TOAV AEG TOig Tovdatots tobtoUG. John 
Hyrcanus already wanted to appoint his widow as his successor, but he was not successful. 
The short account of J. W. says nothing about this advice of Jannaeus to his wife. In that text 
she initiates this coalition on her own accord. 

138 Josephus, Ant. 13.409 (trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 433); cf. 410-411; J. W. 1.110-113. 
For a very critical analysis of the presentation of the queen in Josephus, see now Ilan 2006. 

'39 Josephus, Ant. 13.408; cf. Megillat Ta‘anit 24: “On the twenty-eighth of Tebet 
(ca. 76/75 BCE) the Sanhedrin (ruled by Pharisees) took its seat for judgment.” 

~ AQpNah frag. 3-4 I, 2-8. The “Angry Lion” Jannaeus is reprimanded for hang- 
ing men alive on wood, i.e., for crucifying them. During the rule of those “who seek after 
smooth things” war and civil war will not cease, but “they will certainly stumble over the 
counsel of their guilt” (II 4-10). According to 11QT 64.13—18, crucifixion was the punish- 
ment for traitors to the country. 

saa s Qidd. 66a; on this, see Hengel 1984c, 38. With reference to Levine, Stemberger 
1991, 106, criticizes the attempt “to fill out the silence of Josephus with rabbinic material 
about Simeon ben Shetach.” He does not discuss the arguments of Hengel. 
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administration of justice.'** However, in the “coup” the leading Pharisees 
appear to have proceeded ruthlessly against their opponents, who never 
really recovered from this defeat. In the rabbinic tradition, these events 
from the early Pharisaic period have only been preserved in polemical 
encryption.!* 

Initially the opposition party of the Sadducean nobility, only under the 
leadership of Alexandra’s younger son Aristobulus, could complain before 
the queen that they were being slaughtered like livestock. But they created 
an equilibrium by leaving the Pharisees in Jerusalem in their position of 
power, but entrusting a series of fortresses to the nobility. In this way they 
ended the civil war and ruled in peace, a peace that was transfigured in 
rabbinic literature, because it was at that time that ‘“‘the Torah came to its 
(Pharisaic) significance.” !* 

The Pharisees could obtain full political power only in the nine years 
under Alexandra Salome. At the same time, however, the sources never 
suggest that their legal regulations were rescinded. At least to some extent, 
they also continued to determine the halakah of the Jerusalem cult. In 
Josephus the Essene interest in the political processes is limited to dynas- 
tic prophecies.'*° These Essenes are mentioned by name in contrast to the 
Pharisaic leaders of the early time. Sameas and Pollion (= Shemaiah and 
Abtalion) constitute an exception here, whom Josephus, following his 
source Nicolaus, mentions twice in connection with the rise of Herod I. 
They initially welcomed his rule. After all, he proceeded against the royal 


142 mm. ’Abot 1.8: Yehuda ben Tabai demands that judges must be impartial in their 


judgments. “Simeon ben Shetach says: Question the witnesses thoroughly. However, be 
careful in your words, so that do not learn to lie from them.” 

'43 Hengel 1984c, 54ff. and passim. The Sadducean party was damaged further by 
the struggle for power between Hyrcanus II and Aristobulus, and then by Herod I, who 
disempowered and decimated them again and replaced them with the new high priestly 
family of the Boethusians. On the fate of one such priest, cf. the tomb inscription of Abba 
in note 150 below. 

44 CE. b. Qidd. 66a. Josephus, Ant. 13.411-418, 432 (trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 432): év 
eionvy tO €0voc StembAa&Eev (“she had kept the nation at peace”). 

‘85 Josephus, Ant. 13.311-313: the Essene Judas is said to have predicted the murder 
of Antigonus by his brother Aristobulus I. This murder—engineered by Aristobulus’ wife 
Alexandra Salome (?)—paved the way for Alexander Jannaeus’ rule (13.308, 320), who 
then married Alexandra. Cf. further the prophecies for Herod; see note 147 in chapter 3. By 
contrast, not only the commentaries on the prophets occupied themselves with the events; 
a calendar fragment mentions Aemilius Scaurus, a high priest, and the names Jochanan and 
Shalomzion = Alexandra (4Q324a + b). A prayer for King Jonathan (Alexander Jannaus?) 
has even been preserved; see 4Q448; on this, see Eshel/Eshel/Yardeni 1992. However, in 
view of the dramatic Jewish history in the second and first century BCE, the historical allu- 
sions and mentioning of names are, considering the great number of Qumran texts, small 
and often encrypted. They evince the Essene distance from politics. 
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party and the Sadducean nobility. However, at the latest, they came into 
conflict with Herod when they refused to take the oath. Again a woman 
came to the support of the Pharisees, for the wife of the brother of Herod 
Pheroas paid the fine for six thousand Pharisees who refused to take the 
oath, while the king accepted the Essene refusal of the oath without a 
fine.'*° Pharisees, who had access to the court and its harem, announced to 
the wife of Pheroas toward the end of the rule of Herod that her descen- 
dants would receive the (messianic) royal throne, and they promised one 
of her eunuchs that he would become capable of begetting children when 
this future miracle worker began his reign. The messianic undertones are 
unmistakable.'*’ Nicolaus of Damascus, to whom Josephus owes this 
story, states with bitterness regarding this: 


There was also a group of Jews priding itself on its adherence to ancestral 
custom and claiming to observe the laws .. . , and by these men, called 
Pharisees, the women (of the court) were ruled. These men were able to 
help the king greatly because of their foresight, and yet they were obvi- 
ously intent on combating and injuring him.'* 


Not only Alexandra Salome but also the wife of Pheroas favored the Phar- 
isees; indeed, according to Josephus, the whole harem of the king was 
influenced by them.'*? Herod had the Pharisees who were involved and 
their followers executed. The representatives of the parties that interfered 
in the controversies over the succession at the court were opposed by the 
scribes and their followers in the episode involving the eagle, which dem- 
onstrates the spectrum of the Pharisees—they were united, at least in the 
later time, in their hatred for the king. The Sadducees were no longer able 
to exercise influence under Herod, for he decimated them at the beginning 
of his reign as partisans of the Hasmoneans and abased them with the 
appointment of Ananel from Babylon and of the families of Boethus and 


'46 On the refusal to take the oath, see notes 47-49 in chapter 3 as well as the discus- 
sion in the main text there. 

'47 Josephus, Ant. 17.42-45. The wife of Pheroa was presumably of Davidic descent; 
cf. Kokkinos 1998, 173. On the eschatological hope for eunuchs, cf. Isa 56.4-5; Acts 8.26- 
AQ. Josephus takes this report, which is unfavorable for some (!) Pharisees, because he 
shares in this case the judgment of Nicolaus. The Pharisee-critical tradition at individual 
points is consistently determined by his source Nicolaus of Damascus. 

148 Josephus, Ant. 17.41 (trans. R. Marcus, LCL, 391): oi¢ bxixt0 } yuvorxwvitic, 
Paeiocior xadobvtat. The Pharisees are characterized as meopNOVetic, which is usually 
translated with “possessing the gift of prophecy,” because in 17.43 there is talk of their 
“foreknowledge”; here, however, To0uUNnVEic means “wise, prudent, far-seeing.” 

‘4° We will need to return to the question of why women in particular attached them- 
selves to the Pharisees. See the excursus at the end of section 4.4. 
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Phiabi (from Egypt) to the highest religious office.'°° It was only under the 
prefects that high priests who belonged to the Palestinian priestly nobility 
were appointed. In terms of doctrine, including questions of the ritual law, 
the high priests who came from Egypt agreed with the party of the Saddu- 
cees, which is why the Boethusians are largely identified with Sadducees 
in rabbinic literature. 

Josephus is silent about the most famous Pharisaic teachers of this 
time, Hillel and Shammai. In 66 CE the conflict between their schools led 
to the bloody establishment of the eighteen halakhot, severe anti-Gentile 
specifications by the Shammaites against the Hillites. The Pharisaic goal 
of “unity for the benefit of the community” was missed by far not only 
by the emergence of the “fourth party,” which probably grew out of the 
radical left wing of the Pharisees and was close to the Shammaites.'*! In 
the same way the Sadducean priestly aristocracy was divided when the 
temple captain Eleazar made himself an ally of the Sicarii. The Hillelites, 
which included the family of Gamaliel, formed the moderate wing, which 
was more open to the world. Around 80-90 CE Gamaliel II, the son of 
Simon and grandson of Gamaliel I, became the ‘successor’ to Yohanan ben 
Zakkai as the leader of the influential school of intellectuals in Yavneh/ 
Jamnia, which became the intellectual center of the Jewish renewal after 
the destruction of Jerusalem.'*? After the catastrophe, the consolidation 
under Pharisaic-scribal leadership began in the “period of Yavneh” and 
the foundation for rabbinic Judaism was laid. This renewal in Yavneh also 
affected the collection of older legal specifications and the changes to 
the law that had become necessary in the time without the temple. These 
moves were intended to overcome the dangerous split into “two torot” 
in the schools of Hillel and Shammai and were then summarized in the 


!50 A Palaeo-Hebrew tomb inscription (around the turn of the century) from Jerusalem 
attests the fate of an exiled priest: “I, Abba, son of the priest Eleaz(ar), the son of Aaron the 
Elder, I, Abba the abased and expelled, who was born in Jerusalem, migrated to Babylon 
and brought Mattatthy(a), the son of Judah (to Jerusalem)—and I buried him in the cave, 
which I had bought through a purchase agreement” (trans. after Beyer 1984, 347). 

mone Josephus, J.W. 2.166; on this, see note 21 in this chapter. On the eighteen hal- 
akhot, see Hengel 1989c, 200ff., 359-64, 401-2 (GV = 1976c, 204ff., 365-71, 409-10). 
Cf. the Pharisaic opponents of Josephus (Life 197ff.); the controversies over questions of 
the law between Beth Hillel and Beth Shammai are also discussed after 70 CE, but usually 
decided in favor of the “liberal” Beth Hillel. 

'52 Gamaliel I is mentioned as the teacher of the apostle Paul in Acts 5.34-39 and 22.3. 
Josephus, Life 190-194, mentions his son as the leader of the Pharisees. On Yohanan ben 
Zakkai, Gamaliel II, and other significant early rabbinic teachers and their houses of teach- 
ing, see Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 367-74. 
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corpus of the Mishnah around 200 CE.'°? The incorporation of the so- 
called “heretic blessing,” the birkat ha-minim, into the twelfth benediction 
of the Eighteen Benedictions also occurred in the decades after 70 CE. It 
is directed against all deviants (minim), but not least against Jewish Chris- 
tians.'°* The introduction of ordination and the introduction of the title 
“rabbi” were also innovations. The change in self-understanding is also 
reflected in the chains of tradition in “Abot and ‘Abot of Rabbi Nathan: 
Yohanan ben Zakkai is connected, on the one hand, with the Pharisaic 
tradition, and, at the same time, he becomes the eye of the needle, for 
all rabbinic scribal scholarship is traced back to him.'° The Gospel of 
Matthew is located between 90 and 100 CE, as Matt 23 demonstrates, in 
the bitter conflict with the Judaism that was renewing itself under Phari- 
saic leadership.'*° The instability of the situation becomes clear in the Bar 
Kokhba revolt (132-136 CE), where a leader with such fame as Akiba 
greeted Simon Bar Kosiba as the Messiah and “Son of a Star” promised in 
Num 24, as “Bar Kokhba.”'*’ Only at the turn from the second to the third 
century were the successors of Gamaliel able with Yehuda han-ndasi’— 
the first “patriarch” under whom the Mishnah was redacted—to estab- 
lish themselves definitively at the head and to obtain full recognition by 
the Roman rule. 


4.4 On the Social Significance of the Parties 


In the first century CE the spiritual leaders of the Pharisees were scribes, 
and the members of this party were mostly laypeople. The priestly element 
receded somewhat, although members of the priestly class did indeed 
attach themselves to the Pharisaic school.'°* The schools for scholars were 
located in Jerusalem. It was there that the ‘establishment’ of all the parties 
met. There it was possible to study their different schools of thought as 


'53 Cf, Strack/Stemberger 1996, 2 (GV= Stemberger 1992, 12): “A reorganization of 
Jewish self-government developed only gradually from Yabneh, the new centre of religious 
learning. There, soon after 70, Yohanan ben Zakkai began to gather around himself Jewish 
scholars primarily from Pharisaic and scribal circles, but also from other important groups 
of contemporary Judaism. From these early beginnings there slowly developed a new Jew- 
ish leadership of Palestine, able to guide Judaism through a period without Temple and 
state: viz., the patriarchate with its school and its court in continuation of the Sanhedrin of 
Temple times.” On this, see also Hengel/Deines 1996, 437 (ET = 1995, 40). 

'54 On this, cf. Carleton Paget 1999, 772-73. 

'55 Strack/Stemberger 1996, 4-6 (GV = Stemberger 1992, 14-15). 

'°6 Hengel 2008c, 336-38 (ET = 2000b, 197-98); H.-J. Becker 1990, 45-51 and 
elsewhere. 

'S7y Ta‘anit 4.8 68d, see Hengel 1996a, 344-50 (348ff.), 379-91. 

'S8 Cf. Josephus, Life 12, 197-198. 
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can be seen with reference to the example of Paul and Josephus and also 
of John of Gischala, Yohanan ben Zakkai, and others. 

With the ascent of the Pharisees under Alexandra Salome changes 
in the religious customs of Palestine begin, which can be documented 
archaeologically. In the palace of the Hasmoneans in Jericho a syna- 
gogue was discovered, which served the staff and members of the 
court.'°’ Other synagogues, which were built before 70 CE, were located 
in Gamla, Magdala, Masada, and Herodion. These archaeological dis- 
coveries agree with the literary pointers in Josephus and in the Gospels. 
In Jerusalem the synagogues mentioned by Luke are documented by the 
Theodotus inscription. The establishment of the synagogue as an institu- 
tion of the Jewish community is attested for the first time in the Egyptian 
diaspora toward the end of the third century BCE, where the synagogue 
was originally called (place of ) prayer (moOGEvYN), but it was introduced 
in Palestine only after the territorial expansions of the Hasmonean state 
and receives there the common-sounding designation bet hak-keneset, 
which means (place) of assembly, in Greek ovvaymyy.'® The driving 
power behind this development was not the priests, who more likely 
feared that it would compete with the temple, but rather the Pharisees, in 
whose interest it was to instruct broad strata of the population in the law 
and in the commandments. The introduction of the synagogue in the 
motherland is connected with the growth of the power of the Pharisees 
in the late Hasmonean period and Herodian period. The weekly reading 
of the Scripture and the interpretation of the commandments on the Sab- 
bath served to provide the knowledge that was necessary for it to be even 
possible to keep the commandments and rites, whose observance was 
intended to sanctify and purify the people. Priests spoke the conclud- 
ing blessing as in the temple when they were present, but, in contrast to 


'5? Netzer 1999. A ritual bath is said to have been located in the vicinity. As in other 
synagogues, here too a dining room is also said to have been attached to the large assembly 
room. On the discussion concerning the identification, see Claussen 2002, 185-86. 

160 The Jerusalem temple was meant to continue to be a “place of prayer” (cf. Isa 56.7). 
On the revealing exception in Tiberias, see note 192 in chapter 3. Cf. the Theodotus inscrip- 
tion: ““Theodotus, son of Vettenos, priest and synagogue leader (G[o]yLovvaywyds), son of 
a synagogue leader, grandson of a synagogue leader, built the synagogue (ovvaywy[N]v) 
for the reading of the law and for the teaching of the commandments and shelter and side 
rooms and the water installations for lodging for those from abroad, who require these 
establishments. His father and the elders and Simonides founded the synagogue” (Boffo 
1994, 274-82 nr. 31; see also note 134 in chapter 3). On the basis of the dating of the 
inscription in the first century CE the founding of the synagogue points to the time of 
Herod I and probably goes back to returnees from Rome or Italy, freedpersons (liberti) 
of the gens Vettia; cf. Acts 6.9. On this, see Hengel 1996a, 20, 24—25; 2002, 1-67 (34-35). 
On the Galilean synagogues in the Gospels, see the end of section 11.2 with notes 39-45. 
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the Essene assemblies, their participation was not necessary.'®! More- 
over, since the middle of the first century BCE we find widespread ritual 
baths, miqvot, often in the vicinity of synagogues or of oil presses, which 
corresponded to Pharisaic purity needs and stipulations. The Essenes in 
Qumran had possession of especially impressive miqvot, supported by 
a cleverly devised, ‘modern’ water system. The change of the burial 
customs—the secondary burial in stone boxes for bones, ossuaries that 
were often inscribed with names by family members—can also be best 
explained with reference to the Pharisaic hope in the resurrection of indi- 
viduals.’ Moreover, the emergence of stone vessels for “water for the 
Jewish purification” also speaks in favor of the establishment of Phari- 
saic purity practices.'® In contrast to clay vessels, stone vessels—for 
example in cases of death—could not take on ritual impurity and there- 
fore did not have to be destroyed. 


EXCURSUS 
Priesthood and Temple Service 


The organization of the priesthood at the Second Temple goes back into the 
late Persian period. One became a priest by birth. Therefore it was impor- 
tant to keep family trees meticulously and when priests were getting mar- 
ried to pay attention to the pure Israelite descent of the wife in each case. 
Since these, however, were not restricted to women of priestly descent, there 
was no complete demarcation vis-a-vis the rest of the people. The priests 
alone had the right to present the offering in the temple, to enter into the 


'61 Cf, Hengel 1996a, 171-95, 428ff. 

16? Rahmani 1994, 53: “The concept of ossilegium was apparently based on the ideas 
of personal and individual physical resurrection propagated by Hassidim in the second cen- 
tury BCE”; on the floral adornments, cf. Figueras 1983; Deines 1993. The aforementioned 
ossuary inscription of Johanna, granddaughter of the high priest Theophilus, betrays again 
something of the influence of Pharisaic piety upon women. The so-called tomb of Caiaphas 
scarcely represents the family tomb of our Caiaphas; cf. Horbury 1994a. 

163 John 2.6; on this, see Deines 1993, passim. Contrast Doering 1999, 511: “The con- 
nection that Deines sees between the discovery of stone vessels and Phariseeism remains 
suggestive,” for stone vessels have also been found in Qumran and in the “Bar Kokhba 
caves.” He isolates the stone vessels from the emergence of synagogues, miqvot, and ossu- 
aries. The question, however, is why these objects, together with synagogues, began to 
spread only in the Herodian period. Phariseeism established itself among the people under 
Herod. For the Essenes, who were even more rigorously concerned with ritual purity, stone 
vessels were all the more practical. 
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actual sanctuary’ and represent Israel before its God. Bodily defects made 
the priests unqualified for cultic service, but did not exclude them from the 
income due to the priesthood.'®© When he was about seventeen-twenty 
years of age, the young priest was introduced into his office and conse- 
crated according to the prescriptions of the Torah in a seven-day ceremony: 
through a bath of purification, investiture with the holy garments, a series of 
offerings, sprinkling with blood and oil. “His hands were filled” as a sign 
of his future duties. In order to involve all the priests in the cult there was a 
system of rotation in which the twenty four priestly orders took turns.'® In 
this regard the prestige of the individual priestly orders was different. Jose- 
phus, for example, stresses that he came from the first order, Joarib, to which 
the Hasmoneans also belonged.'®’ 

The twenty-four orders of service of the Levites were subordinated to the 
priests in the temple cult. They were subdivided into the classes of the sing- 
ers and of the temple guards. Like the priests, they formed a “caste” based 
on birth and descent, but they could also take wives for themselves from the 
people." 

Until Antiochus IV the high priestly office was in possession of the fam- 
ily of the Oniads, who were credited with Zadokite descent, then the Has- 
moneans, who came from the minor clergy. The hereditary character had 
lapsed since Herod and the prefects, and the holders of the highest office 
were appointed with a certain arbitrariness and sometimes in rapid succes- 
sion from leading priestly families. The investiture and anointing of the high 


164 Older traditions survived only at Passover. Here the father of each family sacri- 
ficed, whereas the priests collected the blood and poured it on the altar. 

165 | eviticus 21.21-22.; Philo, Spec.1.81-82, 117; Josephus, Ant. 3.278; J.W. 5.228; 
m. Zebah 12.1; m. Menah 12.10. According to the respective disability, the priests could 
receive their byname; among the ancestors of Josephus we find “Simon the stutterer” and 
“Matthias the hunchback.” In rabbinic literature there is mention of a high priest “Joseph, 
son of the Mute.” Cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, IH: 229, 243 n. 21. 

166 First Chronicles 24.7-18; on this, cf. the calendar with mishmarot from Qumran in 
Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, II: 679-707. 

'67 Josephus, Life 1-2. According to Luke 1.5, the father of John the Baptist belonged 
to the eighth order of Abia, and his mother belonged to the “daughters of Aaron,” i.e., she 
was of priestly descent. For the discussion about whether it was only with the Hasmoneans 
that “Joarib” attained to the head in 1 Chr 24.7-18, see Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 250. 

168 Cf. 1 Chr 25. The singing of psalms with instrumental music accompanied the 
daily offering and the festival worship services (Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 289-90). The 
twenty-four orders of the temple guards were responsible for the opening and closing of 
the gates and for guarding them as well as for controlling access to the various spheres 
of purity. On the warning inscriptions, which forbade Gentiles from entering the inner 
courts of the temple, see Boffo 1994, 283-90 nr. 32. On the early history of the Levites, 
see Schaper 2000. On the conflicts between priests and Levites, see note 372 in chapter 3. 
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priests took place in the prescribed form in the temple.'® Through this con- 
secration he obtained special purity and holiness. In the sacrificial worship 
service he participated in Sabbaths and festivals. He alone was legitimated 
and obligated to enter once each year on the great Day of Atonement into the 
Holy of Holies of the temple, where he presented incense offerings and per- 
formed the blood ritual.'’’ In the second place stood the captain of the temple, 
OTEATI}YOS TOD ieQob, the commander of the “temple police,” who played 
a role in the arrest of Jesus. He was responsible for maintaining order in 
the temple area. The sons of the high priest functioned as temple strategists. 
The office of the master of the temple treasury, who oversaw the finances, the 
holy vessels, and the costly priestly garments, was also in the hands of high 
priestly family members.'”! 

The priestly orders started their weekly service on the Sabbath. The 
departing order performed the morning worship service, the arriving order 
performed the evening worship service. They were accompanied by the cor- 
respondingly changing Levites and staff, the lay representatives of the people, 
who came from the hometowns of the respective priestly families. 

After the bath in the early morning, the priests drew lots for the vari- 
ous works: cleansing the burnt-offer altar of ashes, slaughtering, preparation 
of the grain and wine offering, bringing wood, bringing offering pieces to 
the altar, as well as tending to the incense altar and maintaining the seven- 
armed menorah in the front part of the temple house. The most important part 
of their service was the daily burnt offering (tamid) in the morning and in 
the evening, in which a year-old lamb was burnt with grain and drink offer- 
ings on the altar before the temple house, accompanied by the singing of the 
Levites. The people, praying in the forecourt, participated in the celebration, 
and it was dismissed with a blessing at the end by the five priests who had 
provided their service in the inner part of the temple house.'”” Above all the 


16° Leviticus 8.1-36; 21.10ff.; Exod 28.2-39, 41 par. 

7 According to Lev 16 he was obligated to participate in the sacrificial worship 
service only on this day. Josephus, J.W. 5.230-—237, speaks of his participation also in 
the Sabbaths and the great festivals. On the Day of Atonement he wore a simple, archaic 
linen garment (Lev 16.4; Josephus, J. W. 5.236; m. Yoma 3.7); cf. m. Yoma in detail for the 
seven-day preparation of the high priest, the appointment of a replacement, and the special 
rites. 

7! On the otoatnydc, see Acts 4.1; 5.24, 26; Josephus, Ant. 20.131; J.W. 2.409; on 
the yaCtopvAaé, see Josephus, Ant. 11.136; 14.106—-107 (tHV yONUGTHOV PLAGE teQets); 
20.194. On the yatoptvAaxes who were subordinate to him, see Josephus, Ant. 15.408; 
18.93. Small gifts were also welcome in the “offering box” (yatodvAdxtov; see Mark 
12.41-44); cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 277-84. 

'72 Exodus 29.38-42; Num 28.3-8. This daily offering is portrayed in an especially 
impressive way in the Mishnah tractate Tamid. On the drawing of lots as a judgment of 
God, cf. Acts 1.26. 
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tamid sacrifice was connected with the idea of cultic atonement, but “the 
whole sacrificial system serves to atone and finds its meaning in the atoning 
function of the sacrifice itself.”'”’ On the Sabbath the sacrificial gifts were 
doubled and the bread of the presence was changed out. At the great feasts 
the sacrificial gifts encompassed a fourfold in addition to their own respective 
rites. Moreover, we must not forget the daily burnt offering, consisting of two 
lambs and a bull, in the name of the emperor.'” The priests obtained the skins 
of the animals from these burnt offerings. 

In addition to these collective regular offerings, there were much more 
numerous private offerings and meal offerings, which were obligatory or 
voluntary.!”° 

All the priests and a large portion of the population of the motherland 
came to Jerusalem for the three great pilgrimage festivals, the Passover with 
the Weeks of Unleavened Bread, the Festival of Weeks fifty days later, and the 
festival cycle in the fall (with New Year, Day of Atonement, and the Festival 
of Booths). But many pilgrims also came from the diaspora in the east and 
west. To the originally agrarian festivals the pilgrims brought their first fruits 
in festive processions, the priests’ portion and their tithe as payment in kind, 
or, if they came from farther away, in the form of money.'’° Since the time 
of the Hasmoneans, the most significant regular income of the sanctuary was 
the temple tax of half of a Tyrian shekel or two drachmas, which was used to 
finance the Tamid sacrifice and many other things. It was obligatory for all 
adult Jews, and the diaspora communities also sent their payments of this tax 
to Jerusalem.'”’ In addition, there were donations and votive offerings for the 
temple. 


'73 Gese 1981, 103 (GV = 1977, 94). Cf. Janowski 1982. 

174 Philo, Legat. 157, 232, 317. In contrast to the Pharisees the Essenes rejected the 
sacrifice of Gentiles (Qimron/Strugnell 1994, 149-50); for the discontinuance of the sacri- 
fice for the emperor as a declaration of war in 66 CE, see Josephus, J.W. 2.409-417; cf. the 
excursus on the Caligula crisis in chapter 3. 

5 Philo, Spec. 1.168; Josephus, Ant. 3.224. Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 268, 295-96, 
308: “Needless to say, the numerous private offerings formed the bulk of the sacrifices” 
(296). Cf. the regulations for sin, guilt, and community offerings in Lev 3-7. The flesh of 
sin and guilt offerings was permitted to be eaten only by priests. The slaughtered offerings 
or thank offerings were community meals, in which the officiating priests received the 
breast and the right shoulder of the animal, which they could eat with their families, while 
the people who had brought the sacrifice ate the other parts. 

6 On this, see Schiirer 1973-1987, Il: 262ff. Cf. Josephus, Life 80: the Galileans 
were happy to give their contributions to him as a priest (cf. also Life 63). 

"7 Matthew 17.24; Josephus, Ant. 18.312; J.W. 7.218. Roman rule guaranteed the 
secure transfer of this tax from the diaspora. After 70 CE the temple tax had to be paid by 
all Jews as fiscus Iudaicus to the temple of Jupiter Capitolinus in Rome. 


The Jewish Religious Parties in Palestine 169 


The high priestly families owed their prosperity to their constant income 
from the temple cult. Moreover, they were rich landowners.'”* In contrast 
to this, the majority of the lower priests and the Levites were in danger 
of impoverishment, since they profited much less from the offerings 
and duties. These simple rural priests often had only a small land hold- 
ing, and others had to earn their livelihood as craftsmen and tradesmen.'” 
It was probably much more common for these simple priests to join the 
Pharisees and then the Zealots than for the priestly aristocracy, which had 
economic and political control of the temple. The criticism of this aristoc- 
racy was also widespread, not least among the lower clergy, and was stron- 
gest among the Essenes, who were headed by priests and who rejected the 
official cult as impure. 


EXCURSUS 
The Relationship of Women to the Religious Parties 


Following Nicolaus, Josephus describes the influence of the Pharisees on the 
overly “pious” Queen Alexandra Salome negatively, and yet he casts a reveal- 
ing light on the relationship of this party on women and its self-understanding 
as a lay movement. It was not only Alexandra who supported the Pharisees. 
The wife of Herod’s brother Pheroas, Queen Helena of Adiabene, and other 
noble, rich women demonstrated their sympathy for this party, although they 
did not come from this milieu in terms of their background. What made it 
attractive for women? Josephus (or Nicolaus of Damascus) ascribes it, when 
he discusses it at all, to the natural weakness of their gender, which tended to 
exessive piety. Tal Ilan thinks that the reason was that they formed an opposi- 
tion party,'*° but they were this only vis-a-vis Jannaeus and against the later 
Herod. When women are emphasized in early Jewish literature, then it is 


'78 Josephus is an example of this (Life 422). In the Sadducean view, the produce 
of the fourth year (Lev 19.23ff.) and the second tithe was to be given to the priesthood, 
whereas Pharisaic-rabbinic interpretation entrusted it to the owners to consume in Jerusa- 
lem. Cf. Qimron/Strugnell 1994, 164-65. 

'79 Josephus, Ant. 15.390: Herod equipped one thousand priests with priestly gar- 
ments so that they could work on the building of the temple, i.e., they did not even possess 
the linen garments that were necessary for their priestly service. The king then had them 
trained as craftsmen. Cf. further t. Yoma 1.6 (Zuckermandel 1880, 180). On the difficult 
social tensions, especially in the years before the Jewish War, see note 350 in chapter 3. 

'80 Cf, Ilan 1999, 37: “The Pharisees were an opposition party during most of the 
Second Temple period; this may be the reason why women supported them.” On p. 79 
she also refers to the women who accompanied the zealot messianic pretender Simon bar 
Giora (Josephus, J.W. 4.505) and to the military significance that his wife must have had 
(J.W. 4.538). 
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because of their piety. One need call to mind only the mother who preferred 
to be martyred than to leave her sons uncircumcised, the heroic mother with 
her seven sons in 2 Macc 7 and 4 Maccabees. Esther, Judith, and Susanna 
are purely literary figures, but they are praised by (proto-)Pharisaic authors 
because of their piety. The individualizing of piety at this time made it pos- 
sible also for women to make a decision for the religious party that attracted 
them the most. In the case of the Pharisees this occurred through material 
support when the women were rich and in general through the observance 
of their purity regulations.'*' When it was necessary to join a group, they did 
this too. The Qumran Essenes, who in themselves took a position of distance 
toward marriage, had a married portion and women members. However, the 
view that there is even mention of a female scribe and that women are called 
elders alongside men, and not, for example, only as the older generation, is 
probably a feminist exaggeration.'*? After the young man became a mem- 
ber of the yahad at the age of twenty, he was permitted to marry. His wife 
obtained in this case the obligation to speak against him before the court in 
the community in the case of offenses against the law and the right to be 
heard. Loyalty in relation to the “sect” was higher than marital loyalty. In 
the case of the Qumran Essenes, belonging in the “covenant” was no longer 
given through birth but through voluntary entrance into it. Therefore, they 
called themselves the “new covenant,” as promised by Jer 31.31. Such an 
entrance was also possible for women (presumably via marriage).'*’ The lack 
of marriage among the Essenes is not based on their alleged misogyny but 
on their strict asceticism for reasons of ritual purity and their intense near 
expectation of the end events.'** 


4.5 Eschatology and Messianic Expectation 


The emergence of apocalyptic eschatological expectation can be traced in 
the late updating of the prophetic books (especially Isa 24-27, 66; Zech 
9.9-10; 12; 14; Malachi and elsewhere) and of the Psalter in connection 


'81 See the later assurance that (almost) all the Sadducean women kept the purity 
regulations of the Pharisees: b. Nid. 33b; cf. m. Nid. 4.2. 

'82 Following E. M. Schuller, Ilan 1999, 39-40, interprets 4Q274 frag. 1 I, 7; 4Q502 
in this perspective in a manner that is not really convincing. Cf., however, by contrast, the 
women among the Therapeutai (see Philo, Contempl. 32-33, 68, 83, 87-88). 

'83 1QSa I 9-11; cf. CD XVI 10ff.; see Ilan 1999, 40ff. (here also on the graves of 
women in Qumran). On the self-designation, see note 7 in this chapter. 

'84 They are accused of misogyny by Josephus, J.W. 2.121; Ant. 18.21; cf. Philo, 
Hypoth. 11.14—15; Pliny the Elder, Nat. 5.17: sine ulla femina, omni venere abdicata 
(“without women, renouncing all sexual desire”). On early Jewish “encratites,” cf. Schwe- 
mer 1995/1996, I: 309-12. 
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with a sapientially characterized overall perspective on the world and 
its history. The messianic expectation is also sometimes reflected in the 
translation of the Septuagint, for example in the Psalter.'* The earliest 
preserved apocalypses place Enoch (Gen 5.21-24) as the prophetic wise 
person of the primordial time at the center. The Book of Watchers (1 En. 
1-36) arose around the middle of the third century BCE. It portrays its 
“eschatological discourse” as a revelation that was given to him through 
his translation into heaven: 


And Enoch, the blessed and righteous man of the Lord, took up (this 
parable) while his eyes were open and he saw, and said, “(This is) a holy 
vision from the heaven which the angels showed me: and I heard from 
them everything. . . . I look not for this generation but for the distant 
one that is coming. I speak about the elect ones and concerning them.” 
And I took up with a parable (saying), “The God of the universe, the 
Holy Great One, will come forth from his dwelling. And from there he 
will march upon Mount Sinai and appear in his camp emerging from 
heaven with a mighty power. ... And there shall be a judgment upon all, 
(including) the righteous. And to all the righteous he will grant peace. 
He will preserve the elect, and kindness shall be upon them. They all 
belong to God . . . and the light of God shall shine unto them. Behold, 
he will arrive with ten million of the holy ones in order to execute judg- 
ment upon all. He will destroy the wicked ones and censure all flesh on 
account of everything that they have done, that which the sinners and the 
wicked ones committed against him.” 


The final judgment leads to the destruction of all evil and to the everlasting 
blessedness of the righteous. It has its correspondence in the primordial 
time. Therefore God appears, as he did then, upon Mount Sinai. Prophetic 
and sapiential traditions are combined to form a universal perspective on 
primordial time and end-time, on the emergence of evil and its destruc- 
tion in the end-time. Wisdom and eschatology may no longer be separated 
starting with the late Persian—early Hellenistic time. This applies also to 
the Jesus tradition. The Book of Watchers marks the beginning of the 


'85 This updating begins in the time of Alexander in the second half of the fourth cen- 
tury BCE and takes up universal messianic aspects. Cf. Gese 1991; Steck 1991; Janowski 
1997, 65-66; Schaper 1995; Hengel 2003a, I: 175-210, esp. 203ff. (GV = 1988, 319-81, 
esp. 371ff.): “The wise men acquired prophetic features, and the prophets became inspired 
wise men” (ET = 206; GV = 375, italics in original); Hengel 1999b, 1-71 (15ff., 20ff., 
A4ff.). Cf. Schwemer 2001b, 176-82. 

'86 First Enoch 1.2-9 (trans. E. Isaac, OTP I: 13-14; cf. Uhlig 1984, 507-10). The 
passage is quoted in the New Testament in Jude 14—15 alongside other allusions to Enoch. 
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great apocalyptic writings in Judaism, which, as with the book of Daniel 
around 165 BCE, the Sibylline Oracles, the Parables of Enoch, through to 
4 Ezra and 2 Baruch at the beginning of the second century CE, increas- 
ingly connect to the expectation of final judgment and eschatological 
salvation also the expectation of God’s messianic authorized agent and 
representative. 

In his chapter “Religious and Intellectual Conditions” Joseph Klaus- 
ner writes: 


The whole nation looked forward to the coming of the Messiah: but the 
degree of expectation was not the same with all. The sect of the Zealots 
was the most enthusiastic. . . . Least bound up with the belief were the 
Sadducees.'®” 


Long before the discoveries at Qumran decisively enriched our picture of 
the Jewish messianic expectations, for Klausner the “mystical and moral 
messianic belief of the Essenes was nearest that of Jesus.” By contrast, for 
Klausner the Pharisees had developed their belief in the Messiah into “a 
political and a spiritual ideal.” 

The eschatological expectations of the Essenes are now well docu- 
mented. Originally they reckoned that the end would come during the 
lifetime of the “Teacher of Righteousness.” Analogously to the book of 
Daniel, they started from the ten Jubilees and placed the announcement 
of the end by Melchizedek(-Michael), the divine authorized agent and 
redeemer of the people of God, in the years 121-114 BCE and its arrival 
in 72 CE.'*® According to CD XX 13-15, the end comes forty years after 
the death of the “Teacher.” Because these times elapse, another intensive 
investigation of the Scripture—as already in Daniel—begins, which has 
found expression in the Pesher interpretation. The community under- 
stood itself as the eschatological Israel, which lived in the last time of the 
purification — indeed, the end-time has already broken in; the phrase “last 
days” is used for this.'*? At numerous points the community is designated 
as temple. In the Midrash on Eschatology (4Q174) it forms a “temple of 


'87 Klausner 1945, 201. For the next two quotations, see idem, 201-2. 

'88 11QMelch II 6-7: “And liberty will be proclaimed for them, to free them from [the 
debt of] all their iniquities. And this [wil]l [happen] in the first week of the jubilee which 
follows the ni[ne] jubilees. And the d[ay of aton]ement is the e[nd of] the tenth [ju]bilee” 
(trans. Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, II: 1207; cf. Steudel 2001, 179, and the 
commentary on 105-6 n. 6-7). On Michael, see Dan 12.1 ff. 

'8° On this, see Steudel 1994, 161-64, 197, 202-7. Zimmermann 1998, 105-6: “The 
concern is . . . both with the future leading to the end and with the eschatologically defined 
present of the community.” 


The Jewish Religious Parties in Palestine 173 


humans,” in which “works of thanks” are presented as incense offerings. 
This “human temple” probably represents the ‘eschatological’ interim 
temple, which will be replaced by the future true temple, which is prom- 
ised in 2 Sam 7.10-11 and Exod 15.17b-18: 


2 This (refers to) the house which [he will establish] for [him] in the last 
days, as it is written in the book of 3 [Moses: Exod 15:17-18 «The temple 
of] YHWH your hands will est[a]blish. YHWH shall reign for ever and 
ever»... . 5 «Y[HW]H [shall reign for] ever». He will appear over it for 
ever; foreigners shall not again lay it waste as they laid waste, in the past, 
6 the tem[ple of Israel on account of their sins. And he commanded to 
build for himself a temple of man, to offer him in it, 7 before him, the 
works of thanksgiving. ... 70 [And] YHWH [de]clares to you that 2 Sam 
7:12-14 «he will build you a house. I will raise up your seed after you and 
establish the throne of his kingdom // [for ev]er. I will be a father to him 
and he will be a son to me.» This (refers to the) «branch of David», who 
will arise with the Interpreter of the law who /2 [will rise up] in Zifon 
in] the [I]ast days.'”° 


The interpretation brings together in a narrow space the eschatological 
themes: eschatological temple,'”! realization of the kingdom of God,'” 
Davidic and priestly-prophetic Messiah. Just as in the Pharisaic Psalms of 
Solomon (especially chapter 17), reign of God and of the Messiah do not 


199 40174 frag. li, 21, 2-12 (trans. Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, I: 353); 
cf. Zimmermann 1998, 102. On the community as temple, cf. 1QS VIII-IX. Against D. 
Dimant, Steudel 1994, 166-67, thinks that in 4Q174 III 1-13 (= 4Q174 frag. li, 21,1-13) 
there is not talk of three temples (the defiled Jerusalem temple, the temple of people, and 
the eschatological temple, which already exists in heaven) but that the temple of people is 
the eschatological temple. Cf. against this Zimmermann 1998, 109: “More likely is prob- 
ably .. . the suggestion by Dimant that the temple as building (lines 2-4) must be distin- 
guished from the Qumran community . . . (lines 6—7).” On the designation of the Davidic 
Messiah as “shoot of David,” cf. Jer 23.5; 33.15; Zech 3.8; 6.12. The motif of the eschato- 
logical temple, which is identified with the new community of salvation, also appears with 
many variations in Paul (1 Cor 3.8-17), Eph 2.20-22, and 1 Pet 2.4ff. upon a christological 
foundation. The “temple cleansing” by Jesus (Mark 11.15-17 parr.) and his temple saying 
in the trial (Mark 14.58 parr.) also have a messianic-eschatological background. See the 
end of section 18.3 and section 20.2.2. 

191 On this, cf. Temple Scroll, New Jerusalem, War Scroll. See Schiffman 1999, 
279-80: “the sectarians expected that the present-day Temple from which they abstained 
because of ritual disagreements would eventually be replaced by a perfect structure of 
divine creation.” In addition, they studied and revised among others older works such as 
Jubilees, the Aramaic Testament of Levi, and the sources of the Temple Scroll. 

'9? Heavenly temple and kingdom of God constitute central themes in the Songs of the 
Sabbath Sacrifice from Qumran. On this, see note 86 in this chapter. 
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form an opposition among the Qumran Essenes. Alongside the warlike- 
kingly Messiah, who is admittedly not designated as mdasi*h (“anointed’’) 
but as nds? (leader/“prince’)—thus thirty-seven times in Ezekiel—a 
priestly-prophetic Messiah is expected, as in the (presumably Essene) 
Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs.'?? In 4Q175 (Testimonia) the expec- 
tation of a prophet like Moses (Deut 18.15-18) is added.'** We can read 
off the development of the terminus technicus “Messiah” from the texts 
from Qumran. Alongside the Old Testament “anointed one” of the past, the 
expected eschatological figures also receive the predicate “anointed one,” 
which initially may have been understood primarily as a statement of 
function and not as a “title of majesty” from the start.’ As in the Gospels 
later, the title “anointed one” does not necessarily have to be mentioned 
by name, since the Scriptures from Moses to Daniel could provide a whole 
series of equivalent “titles.” 

The Midrash on Eschatology (4Q174) is preserved in very fragmen- 
tary form, but, through the quotation of Dan 12 with the saving interven- 
tion of the “prince of light’ Michael, reference is made to the final battle 
(IV 3-9), which is described in detail in the War Scroll. The end comes on 
the “Day of Vengeance” and with “God’s battle,” which the Sons of Light 
conduct against the Sons of Darkness in the War Scroll.!”° 


[And th]is a time of salvation for the nation of God and a period of rule 
for all the men of his lot, and of everlasting destruction for all the lot of 
Belial . . . the rule of the Kittim will come to an end, wickedness having 
been defeated, with no remnant remaining, and there will be no escape 
for [any of the sons] of darkness.'”” 


'93 49174 is a genuine Qumranic text. On the various aspects of the Messianic expec- 
tation in the Dead Sea Scrolls, see Zimmermann 1998, passim. 

'* See Zimmermann 1998, 428ff., on 4Q175 and 512 index. Cf. Schwemer 2001b, 
165-230, and the end of section 4.3.1 above. 

195 Cf. 11QMelch II 18, where the “one anointed by the Spirit” (cf. Isa 61.1ff.) 
is identical with the “messenger of joy” from Isa 52.7 and may refer to the Teacher of 
Righteousness. 

196 1QM VIL5; IX, 5; XV 3. Cf. Hengel 1989c, 271-90 (GV = 1976c, 277-96). 

197 1QM I 5-9 at the beginning of the War Scroll (trans. Garcia Martinez / Tigche- 
laar 1997/1998, I: 113). This was revised in Qumran, and this passage explains (a) the 
Essene’s readiness to be martyred in the Jewish revolt, which was praised by Josephus 
(J.W. 2.152-—153), (b) the Essene John as general, and (c) the destruction of the settlement 
in Qumran by the kittim in 68 CE. The kittim are the Greeks/Macedonians and later the 
Romans. 
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After the final war has been decided .. .a new kind of communion with 
God and the angels will begin,’ 


and the restoration of the “glory” of Adam is awaited. 

Talk of the resurrection of the dead is relatively rare in the Qumran 
texts, which may be connected with the fact that the conclusion of a scroll 
is usually not preserved. At any rate, Isaiah and Daniel were intensively 
interpreted in Qumran, the book of Jubilees was studied,'” and they took up 
an Ezekiel apocryphon, which interprets Ezek 37.1-14 eschatologically,*” 
and above all a psalm in which there is talk of the Messiah and where it 
States: 


Then he (God) will heal the pierced, and he will make the dead alive, 
and he will proclaim good news to the poor.””! 


The conceptions presumably developed in the course of the two-hundred- 
year history of the Qumran Essenes. For the tradition handed down by 
Josephus that the Essenes, “in agreement with the sons of the Greeks,” 
think that the souls of the good receive a place blown on by the zephyr 
beyond the ocean, one could think of the Book of Parables (1 En. 37—71).?” 
The Book of Parables was not found in Qumran; it may have been a text 


198 VanderKam 2010, 146. On 078 7125, cf. 1QS IV 23; 1QH XVII 15; CD III 20. On 
Jesus as new Adam in Mark’s temptation story, see section 10.2. 

'° Unfortunately, just five lines are fragmentarily preserved on Jubilees 23.30-31 in 
4Q176. The text is also unclear in the Ethiopic translation. Presumably there is talk of the 
intermediate state, in which the bones rest in the earth, but the spirit already rejoices with 
God, and of the end-time, in which “the Lord (will) heal his slaves, and they will arise.” 

200 4Q385 (Deutero-Ezekiel) frag. 2, 7-8: “a great crowd of people will arise and 
praise Yahweh Sebaoth, who [revived them].” The sign of the bending down and straight- 
ening up of a tree (a widespread tree prodigy in antiquity) must be interpreted in relation 
to the messianic change of ruler. Eschatological resurrection of the dead and arrival of the 
Messiah belong together. For the effective history of Ezek 37, cf. Hengel 2001a, 151 ff. 

701 49521 frag. 2 II, 12; H. Lichtenberger 2001, 85: “If 4Q521 were a text composed 
by the Qumran-Essene community, it would be the only certain witness to the belief of 
the Qumran Essenes in the resurrection, more precisely, in the making alive of the dead.” 
Zimmermann 1998, 343-89, provides a detailed interpretation. Due to the affinity with 
the Beatitudes, Luke 4.18-21, Luke 7.18-23, and Pss. Sol. 17, it is probably the case that 
4Q521 was a widely read psalm; see Schwemer 2001b, 210-11. On the relation to the 
proclamation of Jesus, see the end of section 10.5. 

202 Josephus, J.W. 2.155. Their eschatological battle was directed at Zion. Josephus, 
writing in Rome, may have thought that the eschatological Zion was something like the 
island of the blessed for the Greeks. It could also be an interpretatio graeca, which he took 
from a source. According to Hippolytus, Haer. 9.27.1, the Essenes know of a holding place 
for the souls of the righteous, which corresponds to the Greek “islands of the blessed,” 
before the bodily resurrection and the final judgment. Cf. further Hengel 2001a, 170. 
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of a special group from the time between Herod and the destruction of 
Jerusalem (37 BCE-70 CE). 


...1n those days the earth will give back what is entrusted to it, and the 
underworld will give back what it has received. . . .7° 


The earth gives back the bodies, the underworld the souls, so that the righ- 
teous can inhabit the new earth. After the final judgment, the everlast- 
ing blessedness climaxes in the messianic banquet in the eschatological 
temple, in which God “dwells” over the righteous, after they have received 
the “garment of glory,” i.e., the resurrection body: 


The Lord of Spirits (= God) will dwell over them, and with that Son of 
Man they will eat and lie down (to rest) and rise up forever and ever... . 
And this will be your garment: the garment of life from the Lord of 
Spirits; your garments will not become old, and your glory will not pass 
away." 


In Palestinian Judaism the Greek notion of the immortality of the soul, 
which is connected solely to the individual and is emphatically incorpo- 
real, does not establish itself, but rather the notion of a bodily resurrec- 
tion, because it alone “made possible at all . . . the real eschatological 
restitution of the whole people of God as a unity in the reign of God (and, 
when applicable, this simultaneously means also of his anointed one).’””° 
Moreover, the fulfillment of the promise of land and the gathering of the 
“dispersed” of Israel required the bodily resurrection. The martyrdoms of 
the early Maccabean period let grow the hope for the resurrection of indi- 
viduals and for the restitution of the people through God’s new creation in 
the promised land. 

Through their shared Hasidic heritage, Essenes and Pharisees were 
closely related in their “haggadah,” more precisely in their eschatology. 

The originally collective hope—aimed at the whole people of 
God—that those who “rest in dust will rise” is first found in the small 
apocalypse of Isa 26.19 and then in Dan 12.1-2. The writings that are 
closely related to the Pharisees—such as 2 Maccabees, the Psalms of Solo- 
mon, and yet also the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, which is more 
likely “Essene” in character— speak very openly of the hope in the bodily 


203 First Enoch 51.1ff. On this, cf. further chapter 22. 

°™ First Enoch 62.14—16; cf. Rev 21.1-4, 23-27; 22.1-5. On the meal with the Son of 
Man / Messiah in Jesus and in early Christianity, see section 13.2. 

205 Hengel 2001a, 150 (= Hengel 2006a, 417). 
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resurrection.”” On his deathbed, the patriarch Judah also teaches his sons 
about the order of rank at the resurrection; he and his brothers will then be 
rulers over the tribes of Israel. 

In early Judaism, messianic expectations were varied but not chaotic. 
Three basic lines can be identified. The kingly anointed one from the tribe 
of David, the priestly anointed one “from Aaron,” and the eschatologi- 
cal anointed prophet according to Deut 18.15-18 were expected.””’ When 
scholars have previously readily reduced the messianic expectations in 
pre-Christian Judaism to a minimum, they have usually given too little 
attention to the Septuagint as the earliest commentary on the prophetic 
texts.2° The Qumran discoveries have demonstrated that the Jewish term 
“anointed one” was variable and not restricted to concept of a kingly 
Davidide. Moreover, the problem of the “multiplicity of approaches,” 
which tends to vary and combine motifs and titles without surrendering 
the connection to the same subject matter and which contradicts our ana- 
lytically separating approach, has been inadequately perceived. 

The messianic expectations in the Parables of 1 Enoch are the closest 
parallel to the early Christian expectations both temporally and in terms 
of substance. However, this work cannot be clearly assigned to one of the 
three parties but rather points to the variety and overlaps in the escha- 
tological notions of the various groups. The mythical world of the Old 
Testament Jewish expectations regarding the future was much richer and 
multifarious than the earlier main sources of Josephus and early rabbinic 
literature let one suspect. The fact that we cannot always clearly classify 
this variety demonstrates once again the fragmentary character of our 
knowledge about Judaism in the time before 70 CE, even after the Qum- 
ran discoveries. Unique figures such as Bannus, the Baptist movement, 
and the eschatological prophets who led their crowds into the wilderness 
can be assigned neither to the Essenes nor to the Pharisees. Something 
similar can be said about the Parables of 1 Enoch. There were three basic 
streams but many variations. In addition to messianic expectations, there 
were theocratic expectations, which could also be combined with each 
other, as in Pss. Sol. 17. The intensification of the controversies over the 
“zeal for the law” is clearly recognizable in the Jewish “sects” that pro- 
ceeded from the Zealots, which gripped priests and laypeople and in the 


206 Testament of Simeon 4.2, 7a; T. Levi 18; T. Jud. 25.1: “rise to life”; 25.4: “and 
those who died in sorrow will rise in joy . . . and those who died for the Lord’s sake will 
be raised to life.” This shows the close relationship between martyrdoms and hope in the 
resurrection in the same way as the ‘classic’ attestations in Dan 12.1ff.; 2 Macc 7. On this, 
cf. now Elledge 2006a; 2006b; 2006c. 

207 See Schwemer 2001b. 

208 On this, see already Schaper 1995, passim; Horbury 1998a. 
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end divided the people in a disastrous way. This very zeal for the law then 
also led to a deterioration of the situation of the Jewish Christians in Jeru- 
salem with the Agrippa persecution in ca. 43 CE and the flight of Peter 
(and other leading disciples) and to the strengthening of the wing of the 
new messianic movement that was rigorously loyal to the law. From then 
on it could assert itself in the holy city, led by James the Just, the brother 
of Jesus, only through its pronounced observance of the Torah.*” 


20° On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 


PART II 
Preliminary Questions about the 
Person and History of Jesus 


On the Quest for Jesus of Nazareth 


5.1 The Necessary Incorporation of the Person of Jesus into a 
History of Early Christianity 


Especially in Germany it was long disputed whether a history of early 
Christianity was permitted to contain a presentation of the activity of Jesus 
and of his passion, since the church began only with Easter and the proc- 
lamation of the “kerygma” of the death and resurrection of Jesus. In favor 
of this view, it could be said that the primitive church itself told this very 
history of Jesus in the form of the four Gospels as the foundation of their 
message, i.e., of the “gospel,”' and regarded this as the most important 
written witness of their faith already in the middle of the second century in 
Justin, so that it was read aloud in the worship service.” For the apologist 
Justin this is an assumed custom that has been practiced for quite some 
time. The founding of the church was connected with the whole activity 
of Jesus. Against it stands the objection that these texts were all written 
in the light of the experience of Easter, that the Gospels introduced the 
post-Easter Christology into the “life of Jesus” (i.e., already presuppose 
the existence of the church and its kerygma), and that the disciples did not 
really understand Jesus’ message prior to Easter according to these same 
Gospels. In their own ways both Mark and John emphasize this incompre- 
hension of the disciples.* Jesus’ activity and fate belong therefore still in a 
presentation of contemporary Judaism. Hans Conzelmann thus begins his 
outline of primitive Christianity with a preliminary defensive observation: 


' Mark 1.1; 14.9. 

? First Apology 67.3; cf. 66.3. Prior to Justin, the apologist Aristides had already urged 
the emperor Hadrian to read the “evangelical writings.” On this, see Hengel 2008c, 107 
n. 312 (ET = 2000b, 247 n. 241). 

3 Mark 8.14-21, 32-33; 9.9, 19, 32; 10.32 etc.; John 2.22; 12.16; 14.26; 16.13; 20.9. 
See section 17.3.2. 
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Jesus’ life and teaching are the presupposition of church history. The 
presentation of them does not belong in it, but prior to it. The history 
of the church begins after the death of Jesus. She was founded by the 
appearance of the resurrected One, regardless of how the historian may 
explain these.* 


In this way he walks in the footsteps of his teacher Rudolf Bultmann, who 
introduced his Theology of the New Testament with the sentence “The mes- 
sage of Jesus is a presupposition for the theology of the New Testament 
rather than a part of that theology itself.” 

This sharp division between the Jewish preconditions, to which the 
person of Jesus belonged, and the beginnings of the church or the New 
Testament ideas of faith themselves is questionable in light of the primi- 
tive Christian self-understanding and in light of the history of Judaism. 

The Synoptic evangelists trace the new beginning to the prophetic 
preaching of repentance of John the Baptist and the baptism of Jesus in 
the Jordan, which was understood as the induction of the Son of God Jesus 
into his “messianic task.” The Gospel of John presupposes the Synoptic 
account and turns the Baptist into the first witness of the incarnate Son 
of God. After Jesus’ baptism his public activity begins, which then leads 
immediately to the calling of the first disciples. By contrast, the stories of 
Jesus’ childhood in Luke 1 and 2 and Matt | and 2 are prehistory; Mark 
and John can forgo them. With this beginning the Gospels reproduce an 
uncontested consensus in the primitive church. The name John the Baptist 
appears in all four Gospels no less than eighty times.®° Should we take 
leave of this primitive Christian consensus? 

With regard to a theology of the New Testament, one would need to 
ask whether the later faith of the disciples in the resurrection of the cru- 
cified Messiah Jesus as God’s salvific act did not possess its materially 
necessary antecedent in a linkage to Jesus’ activity in word and deed, with 
this linkage including the belief in his messianic sending as the proclaimer 


4 Conzelmann 1973b, 7, Conzelmann’s emphasis (GV = 1971, 1). A similar position 
is taken by Schneemelcher 1981. In his idiosyncratic Geschichte des friihen Christentums, 
F. Vouga also does not go into further detail about the question of Jesus but understands 
the history of early Christianity as “evolution of a deterministic chaos” (Vouga 1994, § 3.2, 
pp. 13-19) and begins with 1 Cor 15.3-7 (pp. 23ff.). Wedderburn 2004, 16-17, begins his 
presentation with the Easter appearances and ends with the year 70 CE because he wishes 
to provide a concise introduction for students. 

> Bultmann 2007, I: 3 (GV = 1984, 1); on this, see note 10 in this chapter. 

© Cf. also Acts 1.5, 22; 10.37; 11.16; 13.24-25; 18.25; 19.3-4. See also the frequent 
mention of it in Justin, Dial. 49.3—7; 50.2—3; 51.1—3; 52.3; 84.4; 88.2—-3, 6-7. On the Bap- 
tist and Jesus, see sections 10.1—10.3. 
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of the kingdom of God, and this means also in his unique authority, which 
determined his entire activity down to his way to the cross. After all, the 
passion of Jesus is directly connected with his confession to this God-given 
messianic authority. Can we really exclude the history of Jesus from a his- 
tory of the early church? It is only because Easter confirmed pre-Easter 
experiences and memories that the Gospels came to be written at all. 

In addition to being grounded in the Easter event—whose form and 
significance is, precisely for the scholarship that presents itself as mark- 
edly critical, so difficult to grasp today and therefore contested—is not 
the church also already previously grounded in the calling of the disci- 
ples by Jesus himself? Could one not say that it is not the—artificially 
isolated—later events but rather the messianic sending of Jesus that pro- 
vides the ultimate foundation of the Christian faith? After all, this is what 
prompted Jesus to call twelve disciples, and this is what brings him in the 
end—as the entire process demonstrates—to the cross and what proves 
itself true in his resurrection according to the opinion of the community 
of disciples. In our view, the notion that Jesus became “Messiah” only via 
the resurrection through the faith of the primitive community and entirely 
against his original intention is an untenable hypothesis, which is opposed 
by the early Christian texts.’ Even though the catastrophe of the arrest 
and execution of Jesus led to a fundamental crisis of faith, to the flight of 
the disciples, and to denial, which was overcome by the appearances of the 
risen One, we must pay attention to the fact that the risen one “was seen” 
first by the disciples who were called by him and that they recognized 
him as their master Jesus.’ The appearance to the persecutor Saul, who 
had been unbelieving up to then, is a special case, which becomes pos- 
sible only on the basis of the initial appearances to Peter and the “twelve.” 
This means that the people whom Jesus encountered first were not people 
who were unknown but rather those whom he himself had called into his 
discipleship. After all, in the actual, literal sense, a person could follow 
initially only the earthly Christ and not the Christ exalted to the right hand 
of God.’ Thus, Easter confirms pre-Easter experience. 

The content of Jesus’ teaching cannot simply be defined with Bult- 
mann as “pure Judaism, pure prophetism.’”'° Rather, ever since his baptism 


7On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 2001; Hengel 1995, esp. 1-72, and chapter 17. Cf. 
now also Deines 2012a, esp. 82-87; 2012b. 

8 First Corinthians 15.3-4; cf. 9.1-2; Luke 24; Matt 28; John 20-21; and the speeches 
of Acts. On this, see section 22.2. 

” Hengel 1981b, 86 (GV = 1968b, 97; 2007b, 133). 

'© Bultmann 1933-1965, I: 265. Bultmann alludes here to the well-known statement 
of Wellhausen 1987, 102: “Jesus was not a Christian but a Jew.” He “proclaims no new 
faith but teaches [his hearers] to do the will of God.” “Pure prophetism” is, of course, a 
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by John, he was, in our view, the messianic pretender called by God, whose 
activity brings the beginning of the new,!! that is, of the eschatological ful- 
fillment, which the primitive church, according to its self-understanding 
as the eschatological people of God composed of Jews and Gentiles, dis- 
tinguished from the “old covenant.” A logion of Jesus, Luke 16.16, very 
clearly emphasizes this: ““The law and the prophets reach until John. From 
then on the kingdom of God is proclaimed. . . .’ For Jesus John the Baptist 
is at the same time the greatest and last prophet. With him the time of “law 
and prophets” comes to an end. To this, however, Jesus adds: “but the 
smaller one in the kingdom of God is greater than he.”’'” This means that for 
the primitive community—looking back—the radical new already begins 
with Jesus’—messianic—activity in word and deed,"* the dawning of the 
kingdom of God, which is inseparably connected with his person and his 
unique authority. After Easter it continues to be proclaimed by the dis- 
ciples with his own words as the reign of the crucified Jesus of Nazareth, 
who has been exalted to God’s right hand. It is not least Jesus’ message 
of the presence of the fatherly love of God, his interpretation of the true 
will of God, and his eschatological outlook that shape the proclamation of 
the church and the formation of their life and hope also after Easter. For 
precisely this reason Jesus’ words were remembered and, after the end of 
the first generation, Gospels were composed that recounted the messianic 
activity of Jesus and not heavenly presentations of the Christ enthroned at 
the right hand of God.'* We can no more separate Jesus’ words and deeds 
from the church than we can imagine a plant without roots. 

The term “presupposition,” which Bultmann and Conzelmann use, is 
misleading. There were many important presuppositions of the church of 
the New Testament theology: the Old Testament collection of Scriptures 
with Torah, Prophets, and Psalms, and yet also also the Greek Septuagint, 
apocalyptic and Hellenistic Judaism, Pharisaism, the Essenes of Qumran, 
and the imperial Roman peace, without which there could not have been a 
Gentile mission. In contrast to this plurality of “presuppositions,” of which 
Palestinian Judaism is the most important, the New Testament sources 


historically incomprehensible, idealizing, modern category. Jesus can be compared to the 
Old Testament prophets only to a limited degree. See already Mark 8.28-29. “Pure Juda- 
ism” also remains incomprehensible. 

'! Mark 1.14-15, 

'? Luke 7.28 = Matt 11.11; see section 10.8. 

'S Cf. Mark 1.27; 2.21-22; Luke 5.36-38; John 13.34; see also Mark 14.24-25 parr.; 
1 Cor 11.25; 2 Cor 3.6ff.; 5.17; Heb 8.8; 9.15. 

'4 Only Revelation constitutes an exception here, but it consciously encodes Jesus as 
the slaughtered sacrificial lamb (Rev 5.6-10; in total Geviov appears twenty-nine times in 
Revelation). 
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speak of only one—decisive—“presupposition”: the activity of John the 
Baptist as the prophetic “Elijah redivivus” or as the first witness of Jesus. 
Accordingly, following the Gospels, a history of earliest Christianity must 
begin with the activity of the Baptist and attempt to deal with the whole 
activity of Jesus, including his passion and the emergence of the resur- 
rection tradition. Without them, this history remains a torso. Jesus’ activ- 
ity and suffering do not simply form the “presupposition” but are the root 
and foundation—we could also say, the historical and theological origin 
of early Christianity. The two cannot be separated, just as the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus cannot be separated from his passion. 

The presupposition thesis, which basically goes back to Wellhausen 
and was upheld by Bultmann, to some extent also against the protest of 
many of his students,’ points to an erroneous development of New Tes- 
tament scholarship in Germany. To be sure, this protest of the students 
against the master received the one-sided form of a special, allegedly her- 
meneutically shaped Jesus scholarship, and was propagated by James M. 
Robinson as A New Quest of the Historical Jesus.'° It appealed to dis- 
tinctive, indeed unique characteristics of his activity, such as the turn- 
ing of God’s love to sinners, his “call to freedom,’’”” and his radicalization 
of the will of God and of grace, which were said to point to—Bultmann 
had already approved the terminology—an “implicit Christology.” Their 
results were not so new and also questionable insofar as they inadequately 
perceived the basic Jewish foundations of the activity of Jesus and his 
intensive connection to the Old Testament texts and continued to deny the 
messianic claim, which is unmistakable in our view.'® 


5.2 The Problem 


If the presentation of Jesus must be a part of a history of earliest Chris- 
tianity, there arises the question of its methods and content. Since the 
Enlightenment theology of the second half of the eighteenth century—and 
especially since the Wolfenbiittel Fragments published by Lessing in 
1774-1778 from a larger work of the Hamburg orientalist Hermann Samuel 
Reimarus (1694—1768), who was influenced by English deism— this ques- 
tion has been posed critically. Reimarus regarded Jesus and his disciples 


'S BE. Kisemann, E. Fuchs, H. Braun, G. Bornkamm, and G. Ebeling. See the dispute 
with them in Bultmann 1964 (GV = 1965; 1967b). 

'6 J. M. Robinson 1959. 

'7 Kisemann 1972 (ET = 1969b). 

'8 On the more recent history of research, see Liidemann 2000c, 121-79, 285-349. 
Theissen/Merz 1998, 7-8 (GV = 1997, 26-27). Cf. further the discussion in section 5.2 
below. 
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as a national Jewish-messianic movement with theocratic political aims. 
The new faith is said to have finally established itself with the aid of the 
deception of the disciples. In a radical manner the young Tibingen Stifts- 
repetent (tutor) David Friedrich Strauss took up again the Jesus question in 
his epoch-making Life of Jesus (1835/36), a book whose effects were like 
those of an earthquake.'® 

The quest for the “history of Jesus” has been continually and often 
heatedly debated in the past two hundred and thirty years since Lessing 
and Reimarus. In part, it was and still is answered in extremely diverse 
ways. While one gets the impression that historically serious scholarship 
strives for a certain basic consensus, the divisions and prejudices remain 
substantial even in the present. There is agreement that we can write nei- 
ther a life of Jesus nor a continuous history of early Christianity.”? We 
possess only fragments, which are, to be sure, impressive, indeed unique. 
The attempt of many theologians of the nineteenth century to build a load- 
bearing Christology upon the presentation of such a life of Jesus collapsed 
with this. 

A typical example of such an attempt can be found in the work of 
Bernhard Weiss (1827-1918), the first holder of the New Testament chair 
in Berlin,” which was founded in 1876 and goes back to Schleiermacher. 
In his autobiography Weiss writes the following about his two-volume life 
of Jesus, which was published in 1882: 


'° Strauss 1835/1836 (ET = 1892). On this, see Kiimmel 1972, 89ff., 120ff. (GV = 
1970, 105ff., 147ff.). On Reimarus, see Schulte 1997. On Strauss, see T. K. Kuhn 2001. 
On both, see Schweitzer 2000, 14-26, 74-109 (GV = Schweitzer 1913, 14-26, 79-123). 

20 This skepticism basically goes back to D. F. Strauss and was covered over far 
too much by A. Schweitzer’s own picture of Jesus. Cf., for example, the judgments of 
J. Wellhausen, W. Bousset, W. Wrede, and systematic theologians such as M. Kahler and 
W. Herrmann, the teacher of K. Barth and R. Bultmann. In his habilitation, A. von Harnack 
already defended in 1874 the thesis vita Jesu scribi nequit (“‘a life of Jesus cannot be writ- 
ten’’); see Zahn-Harnack 1951, 46, and in affirmation Loofs 1916, 128 n. 1, in connection 
with his criticism of the Jesus book of P.Wernle. See also note 73 in this chapter. 

*1 Kupisch 1957. His predecessor August Twesten, who had succeeded Schleierm- 
acher in Berlin, had still read philosophy, dogmatics, and New Testament exegesis. Schlei- 
ermacher himself regarded his New Testament lectures as an especially important focus 
of his teaching. Cf. Nowak 2001, 237-46: “In the spectrum of the theological disciplines 
Schleiermacher dealt most often with the New Testament” (237). 

2B. Weiss 1882. An older, comparable work is Hase 1891 (see pp. vii: preface to 
the second edition), which extended to 774 pages. The author saw no reason to make fun- 
damental changes to his lecture, which he had presented for the first time in Tiibingen in 
1823/24 and had allowed to be published in 1875 after one hundred semesters and repeated 
revisions; cf. pp. 768-69. See also W. Beyschlag 1893 (XLVIII + 482 pages); 1897 (482 
pages). He dedicated his opus magnum to “my devoted students from sixty five semesters.” 
With such works the “life of Jesus” genre was “exhausted” in the truest sense of the word. 
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In none of my works have I worked with such inner involvement. 
He was all the more disappointed by the result: 


The reviews state only either that I am too liberal and heretical or that 
I am too conservative and orthodox. No one has discussed my detailed 
investigations about the laws, according to which historical and unhis- 
torical are mixed in the tradition, and my criticism of the sources based 
upon that, no one has discussed my attempt to present the dramatic 
movement of the life of Jesus. The critic cloaks himself in the mantle 
of a noble-minded skepticism and rejects my expositions as arbitrary 
combinations.”* 


This professor’s lament becomes more understandable through Albert 
Schweitzer’s harsh criticism that the author even surpasses the liberals 
in his psychologizing arbitrariness that explains everything, while he, 
like the conservatives, is said to cover up all oppositions, “difficulties 
and stumbling-blocks with the mantle of Christian charity which he has 
woven out of the most plausible of the traditional sophistries.”™ Ironically, 
Schweitzer then adds: “As a dialectical performance .. . his Life of Jesus 
rivals in importance any except Schleiermacher’s.”*° This example may be 
typical for the aporia of a life of Jesus scholarship that sought—1in the sev- 
enty years between the destructive criticism of David Friedrich Strauss”® 


While they were united in their opposition to D. F. Strauss, these authors heavily criticized 
one another. 

3B. Weiss 1927, 179, 181-82. He continues with the self-satisfied sentence “Nev- 
ertheless, the book has made its way to a fourth edition and has even been translated into 
English.” 

** Schweitzer 2000, 185 (GV = 1913, 216). The first edition of Schweitzer’s work 
already appeared in 1906 with the title Von Reimarus zu Wrede. On his own psychologizing 
attempt at reconstruction, see Schweitzer 1914 (GV = 1956). 

°° Schweitzer 2000, 185 (GV = 1913, 216). Schleiermacher still firmly believed in 
the historical originality of the Gospel of John and its priority vis-a-vis the Synoptics and 
attempted to defend this in his life of Jesus lecture of 1832, which was not published until 
long after his death in 1864 (GV = Schleiermacher 1864; ET = 1975). D. FE. Strauss imme- 
diately answered with a sharp critique, which bore the revealing title The Christ of Faith 
and the Jesus of History: A Critique of Schleiermacher’s Life of Jesus (GV = Strauss 1865; 
ET = 1977); see Schweitzer 2000, 56-90 (GV = 1913, 59-68). With Schleiermacher and 
against Strauss and Schweitzer, Loofs 1916 still vainly attempted to defend the historical 
value of the Fourth Gospel in comparison with the Synoptics. 

6 In the third edition Strauss 1838/1839 revised his radical criticism and portrayed a 
“more positive” picture of Jesus in the sense of a religious genius, but he later retracted 
this concession to his opponents. See also note 27 below for his popular presentation of the 
“Life of Jesus Adapted for the German People” (Strauss 1864). 
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and its swansong through the well-known work of Albert Schweitzer—to 
ground the truth of the Christian faith through the religious self- 
consciousness of Jesus, which was to be determined historically. 

Let us make this fundamental problem clear from the start: The Chris- 
tian faith can never be adequately “grounded” in its claim to truth by the 
results of historical research, which rest on the reconstruction of past mat- 
ters, even if they are the most impressive portraits of Jesus, but can at best 
be elucidated or illustrated by having the attempt at historical understand- 
ing come alongside faith. Thus, our theme belongs in the wide field of the 
fides quaerens intellectum or specifically of a fides quaerens veritatem his- 
toricam. For only God himself can ground true faith in the sense of fiducia, 
1.e., trust, namely, by addressing us with his word, through which Christ 
encounters us and overcomes our self-serving heart. We cannot regress 
and lose this old, early Christian and reformational insight, which the dia- 
lectical theology of Karl Barth (and also of Rudolf Bultmann) attempted 
to bring to light again. The alternative would be entirely to forgo the ques- 
tion about the truth of faith, since this truth is something different than 
the research results of our historical search for truth, which are always 
relative, are based on analysis and reconstruction, and therefore must be 
rechecked again and again. Accordingly, we must decisively contradict 
D. F. Strauss when he, looking back at his life’s work—which was ulti- 
mately destructive in every question of historical truth—and in the dispute 
with Schleiermacher, opined that “the decisive battle of Christian theology 
has to be fought out in the field of the life of Jesus.””’ This is not the case. 


27 Strauss 1872, 47 (ET = 1873, 53). Cf. Strauss 1864, 5: “The thought of a life of 
Jesus is the snare in which the theology of our time must be caught and in which it must 
come to ruin. As soon as anyone proceeded seriously with the biographical treatment, it 
was all over for the ecclesiastical Christ. If one wanted, conversely, to hold onto this Christ, 
then one had to forgo the biographical treatment.” Martin Kahler and Rudolf Bultmann 
could have made similar statements. As the liberal K. von Hase, who bitterly opposed 
Strauss, indicated (Hase 1891, 768), the orthodox Lutheran Hengstenberg enthusiastically 
affirmed Strauss at this point (on this, see also Schweitzer 1913, 108-9; 2000, 98-99). 
According to Hase: “a cowardly counsel, which basically vindicated Strauss.” Strauss, to 
be sure, continues: “it (has been) the solution of the more recent time to deny everything 
(sic!) as foreign which was not human and natural. If Christ is still to have any meaning 
at all for this time, then he had to have been such a person who could be captured bio- 
graphically; thus the attempt had to be made to treat his life on the same footing, accord- 
ing to the same pragmatism, as other great men.” In this way Strauss precisely does not 
do justice to the secret of the person of Jesus and of his activity—we almost wish to say: 
of his activity, which is without analogies. As his popular book shows, he ends up with a 
“biography” of Jesus that is at bottom extremely banal. Cf. A. Schweitzer’s verdict on the 
popular liberal presentations of Jesus by Strauss and others: “They had to transpose a way 
of envisaging the world which belonged to a hero and a dreamer to the plane of thought 
of a rational bourgeois religion” (Schweitzer 2000, 179; GV = 1913, 207). For Schweitzer 
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It was a sham fight in which both parties, the radical critics as well as the 
historicizing conservatives and liberal defenders, were in the wrong. 

At the same time, the historical question of the human being Jesus of 
Nazareth and the beginnings of the Christian faith is of fundamental inter- 
est for every educated person and not only for Christians, let alone only for 
theologians, for through his short activity and his passion, the carpenter 
from Nazareth has moved world history like no one else.”* However, the 
Christian also wants to know more about the origin of his or her faith so 
that he can better understand it in its genesis and can advocate it publicly 
against innumerable absurd hypotheses. This applies in the same way to 
a history of early Christianity, at whose beginning stands the Nazarene. 
This inquiry into Jesus’ person and his analogy-less “Wirkungsgeschichte” 
by means of historical methods is indeed a “profane” activity and in no 
way bound to an ideological confession. It will, however, hardly succeed 
if the historian who “inquires” does not have a certain amount of positive 
interest in his object of inquiry and regards the content of the Gospels 
from the outset as pure fiction or as utter nonsense. In this way he would 
produce only distorted pictures. On the other hand, it is lamentable that 
in the twentieth century there have scarcely been any ancient historians 
of distinction who have still occupied themselves with Jesus and early 
Christianity.” In the quest for the “historical Jesus” the historians —to our 
disadvantage—have left the theologians alone. Theologians, of course, are 
themselves to blame for this, for they have detached the object of their 
investigations much too much from the consensus of ancient historical 
scholarship and have not uncommonly given the impression that they have 
lost contact with this research. 

In retrospect, one wishes to say—despite all the fundamental errors of 
the “life-of-Jesus scholarship” between David Friedrich Strauss (1835) and 
Albert Schweitzer (1906)—that this must have been a happy time because, 
with relatively minor variants, one could basically choose between two 
“pictures of Jesus”: the liberal picture of Jesus that proceeded from the 


Strauss’ Leben Jesu fiir das deutsche Volk bearbeitet (Life of Jesus Adapted for the Ger- 
man People), which, in contrast to the epoch-making text of 1835/1836, eliminated again 
the eschatological-messianic element with respect to Jesus, represented a step backwards 
(2000, 90, 168-69; GV = 1913, 97, 193) in an “arbitrary spiritualization of the Synoptic 
Jesus” (2000, 175; GV = 1913, 198: “gewaltatige Vergeistigung der synoptischen Jesus’), 
which, despite all differences, connected him with Schleiermacher’s posthumously pub- 
lished life of Jesus lecture, which appeared in the same year. 

?8 Gogarten 1948, 25: “For almost two thousand years the figure of Jesus has been the 
obligating and consecrating guiding image of Western humanity. Without it and the power 
going forth from it the history of these two thousand years simply could not be imagined.” 

?° See note 68 below. 
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Synoptics and the conservative picture of Jesus that harmonized all four 
Gospels. Standing between the two, the mediating theology of Bernhard 
Weiss quoted above, which attempted—with the aid of psychologizing 
criticism and harmonizing apologetic—to reconcile the irreconcilable, had 
sought out the third—most thankless—possibility. It foundered on Scylla 
and Charybdis. 

The radical consequences drawn by Bruno Bauer went far beyond 
D. F. Strauss. He declared the Gospels to be completely unhistorical 
and traced them back to a “creative primitive evangelist” in the vein of 
Mark. Not only Jesus as a person, but the whole of primitive Christianity, 
including the letters of Paul, were declared by him to be fiction and traced 
back to the spiritual milieu of the time of the early Roman Empire, as we 
encounter it, for example, in the writings of Josephus, Philo, and Seneca.” 
In the last 150 years the attempt to demonstrate the nonhistoricity of Jesus 
and other primitive Christian figures has been made time and again, but 
again and again it has only demonstrated the authors’ inability to deal with 
ancient sources in a critical manner and to think in historical categories. 
Here the wish has usually been the father of the thought.*' But even if no 
reasonable historian doubts the historicity of the person of Jesus any lon- 
ger, one still encounters a far-reaching skepticism regarding the possibil- 
ity of a historical inquiry, not infrequently for “theological” reasons. We 
will constantly have to enter into debate with this skepticism. The radical, 
destructive criticism has often arisen from the heads of theologians who 
have lost the ground of historical reality under their feet. Historical com- 
mon sense already speaks against them. 

Appealing to an eyewitness, Karl von Hase recounts: 


At the court ball in Weimar at the time of the Erfurt congress Napoleon 
stated against Wieland that Jesus may have never lived. The chancellor 


1 On this, see A. Schweitzer, who, despite fundamental rejection, sometimes also 
discusses Bruno Bauer’s criticism in a positive way (1913, 9-10, 141-61; 652 index; 2000, 
10-11, 124-142, 555 index). On Bruno Bauer’s person and work, see Mehlhausen 1980; 
2007 (GV = 1998). His criticism deeply influenced K. Marx and F. Engels and then the 
later official view of the Soviet Union about Jesus and primitive Christianity. On this, see 
the Soviet “scholar of religion” Lencman (Lenzmann) 1974. Cf., for example, the intro- 
duction (p. 5): “The most important thing (of the question of primitive Christianity) . . . 
consists in the fact that its scientific answer undermines the most important foundation of 
the ecclesiastical ideology by unmasking the myth about the divine origin of Christianity 
and exposing the material roots of the emergence and victory of the most influential of the 
three so-called world religions.” 

31 On this, see the overview in Windisch 1929/1930. Drews 1909 was especially influ- 
ential. A more recent, but no less abstruse, attempt can be found in Wells 1986. See also 
Loofs 1916 and his dispute with W. B. Smith and A. Drews; see the index and pages 3-31. 
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Miiller, who was there, assured me that Napoleon only threw this out 
in order to hear what the German intellectual would say to it. Wieland 
answered: in this way it could easily be claimed after a thousand years 
that Napoleon never lived and that the battle of Jena was never fought. 
The Emperor said: trés bien! and walked on smiling.” 


Today, about three generations after the concluding phase of the life of 
Jesus literature introduced by A. Schweitzer and after a constantly advanc- 
ing refinement* of our methods, the situation has become, in comparison 
to the end of the nineteenth century, more complicated and unwieldy. It 
was not least the history-of-religions scholarship, especially in the sphere 
of early Judaism, which intensified the situation, for it increased our 
knowledge of the history of that time. Thus, the son of Bernhard Weiss, 
Johannes Weiss, discovered in a new way the apocalyptic-eschatological 
character of Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom of God, which could no lon- 
ger be understood, as it was in the dominant Ritschl school, in the sense 
of an ethical-religious, inner-historical advancement and thereby became 
alienating for modern thought. His revolutionary book appeared in 1892, 
ten years after the life of Jesus of his father, who, as his autobiography 
shows, was not very happy about the theological development of his son. 
While Johannes Weiss retracted somewhat the sharpness of his revolution- 
ary theses later, they continued to have effects in the history-of-religions 
school, and there especially on Albert Schweitzer, whose picture of Jesus 
was entirely based upon the near expectation of Jesus and the revelation 
of the secret of his messiahship. Rudolf Bultmann took over the apocalyp- 
tic near expectation of Jesus, but, in an intensification of Wrede’s view, 
denied the messianic self-consciousness of Jesus. Since Jesus could speak 
not only of the near future but also of the presence of the kingdom of God 
in his activity, this point has remained disputed up to the present day.** 


3? Hase 1891, 11. The denial of the existence of Jesus goes back to Volney 1791 (ET 
= 1796; 1828) and Dupuis 1794 (ET = 1984); see Schmid 1958. 

33 It is tempting to speak in the meantime also of an “overrefinement,” which no lon- 
ger takes us further but rather leads to dead ends. 

34 J. Weiss 1892; 1900 (second edition); 1964 (third edition and appendix “with 
important selections from the first edition”). The same year (1892) saw the publication of 
the second, expanded edition of W. Baldensperger’s Das Selbstbewuftsein Jesu im Lichte 
der messianischen Hoffnungen seiner Zeit (Baldensperger 1892). Already D. F. Strauss and 
F. C. Overbeck had pointed to the shape of the preaching of Jesus, which was alien because 
of its eschatological character. In the preface to the second edition, Weiss 1900 stresses that 
“the first edition of this writing emerged as the result of a personal conflict that oppressed 
me.” For “early on I was already unsettled by the clear sense that Ritschl’s notion of the 
kingdom of God and the identically named idea in the proclamation of Jesus are two very 
different things.” “Further studies convinced me that the actual roots of Ritschl are located 
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Rabbinic and Aramaic scholarship brought further advancements — and 
new problems. Inspired in part by Jewish scholars, it could point to numer- 
ous linguistic and material parallels between the Gospels (especially Mat- 
thew) and the Talmudic literature or the Aramaic translations of the Old 
Testament, the Targums. A high point for this branch of research is reached 
with the monumental commentary of the pastor Paul Billerbeck, which 
despite some criticism made the rabbinic texts fruitful for the understand- 
ing of the Gospels in a manner that is unsurpassed up to the present.°° 

This reconnecting of Jesus to Judaism created, of course, new con- 
troversies. What gave rise to debate was not simply the fact that Jesus’ 
Jewishness was not entirely undisputed—some continued to dream of an 
un-Jewish Jesus or of a Jesus who made a fundamental break with his 
Judaism (which was identified with legalism)*°—but even more strongly 
the question: which Judaism? Let us highlight some more recent examples: 

In 1967 Georg Strecker, in a sharp critique of the quest for the histori- 
cal Jesus, started from four different, mutually contradictory Jewish pic- 
tures of Jesus, namely, the apocalyptic-messianic type, which was already 
postulated by Reimarus; the nonapocalyptic teacher of wisdom; the propo- 
nent of a radical ethic, which summoned the individual to a decision; and 
the socially motivated revolutionary. In view of this, he says that the his- 
torian too “is compelled to far-reaching skepticism with respect to the pos- 
sibilities of recognizing the historical phenomenon of Jesus.”*’ Here one 
would have to ask whether we do justice to the complexity of the phenom- 
ena through such a strict division, which separates what belongs together 
as mutual contradictory “types.” Can a figure such as Jesus be captured 
in a single type, which has been preformed by the modern interpreter? 
With a view to Judaism during the time of Jesus, could not each of these 
contain a particula veri and at the same time be false if taken in isolation? 
In a completely different way, D. J. Harrington, twenty years later, listed 


in Kant and in Enlightenment theology.” For the appraisal of J. Weiss, see Schweitzer 
2000, 198ff. (GV = 1913, 232ff.); cf. also 202-20 (GV = 236-59) for the heated disputes 
among the theologians after the writings of Baldensperger and Weiss. On Weiss and Sch- 
weitzer, cf. now also Carleton Paget 2017. 

3° Strack/Billerbeck 1922 (1055 pages); 1924 (867 pages); 1926 (857 pages); 1928 
(1323 pages). No commentary illuminated New Testament scholarship in the first half 
of the twentieth century as much as that of Billerbeck (= Bill.). For sixteen years he bore 
the actual burden of this unimaginable work. Alongside it we must mention above all the 
works of G. Dalman, i.e., Dalman 1930 (= 1965); 1922. To these may be added Dalman’s 
great works on Palestine, i.e., Dalman 1967 [1919]; 1928-1942; 2001. 

3° See note 46 below. 

37 Strecker 1969 = 1979, 159-82 (quotation on p. 174). 
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seven different pictures of Jesus*® which were presented in English and 
American Jesus books between 1967 and 1988: 


the political revolutionary,” 

the magician,” 

the Galilean charismatic,*! 

the Galilean rabbi,” 

the Essene, 

the Hillelite or proto-Pharisee,* and 
the eschatological prophet.** 


a al a 


These differences refer historically exclusively “to the different Jewish 
backgrounds” against which the authors “have chosen to locate their image 
of the historical Jesus.”* This means that the portraits vary according to 
the respective staffages that are built around the enigmatic figure of Jesus, 
with these scenarios being determined by selection of texts and thus always 
also by the subjective, guiding interest of the author. This means, however, 
that the approach of modern Jesus authors in this point is actually not so far 
removed from the interpretive eclecticism of the evangelists, for already in 
the selection of the traditions for their “Jesus biographies” they also already 
allowed themselves to be determined, among other things, also by their 
theological tendencies. With respect to all of these attempts, what is to be 
evaluated positively is the fact that in contrast to German scholarship on 
Jesus in the past, Jesus is at any rate taken seriously as a Jew. There is no 
longer talk of a supposedly non-Jewish origin of Jesus, of a fundamental 
opposition to Judaism, or of an overcoming of Judaism.” 


38 Tn the presidential address of the Catholic Biblical Association in 1986, published 
as Harrington 1987; cf. also Harrington 1983, quoted in Crossan 1991, xxvii-xxviii. Cf. 
now the selected list on Jesus literature between 1991 and 2003 in Bauckham 2017, 3. 

>? Brandon 1967. 

40 Smith 1978. A striking variant to this book is the presentation of Jesus as a Palestin- 
ian shaman, who came somewhat too late. See R. Finne in the Forschungsbeilage of the 
FAZ nr. 48 from February 26, 1992, on Bystrina 1991. The reviewer, R. Finne, notes in 
conclusion: “Even though the figure of Jesus may appear ‘more primitive’ and thus more 
interesting —it does not become more authentic thereby.” Kollmann 1996; 2000 also con- 
siders shamanic influences. On the criticism of this unsharp use of terminology, see also 
W. Klein 2012 (GV = 2004). 

“1 Vermes 1973. 

” Chilton 1984. 

* Falk 1985. 

“4 Sanders 1985; 1993. 

*° Crossan 1991, XXVIL; Harrington 1983, 36. 

“© Repulsive examples are Grundmann 1941; Hirsch 1939, appendix 158-65: The 
Bloodline of Jesus; cf. also Seeberg 1918. Seeberg claimed that Mary was a Galilean 
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This emphasis on the Jewish origin of Jesus corresponds to the “third 
quest” for the historical Jesus, which has been especially prominent in 
America. Typical of this is the title of the extremely thorough, monu- 
mental work of John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Histori- 
cal Jesus.*’ Expressions such as “new quest” or “third quest” easily give 
the impression of changing fashions.** The discovery of Jesus as a Jew is 
much older. First, while it is true that the Judaism of Jesus was often not 
understood and appreciated in the whole of the nineteenth century, in our 
view it was also never doubted by theologians who are to be taken seri- 
ously. Secondly, the discovery of the Jew Jesus is closely connected with 
the bringing home of Jesus into Judaism, for which Joseph Klausner’s 
impressive Jesus book” constitutes a milestone.*° 

The fact that the number of pictures of Jesus could be increased 
arbitrarily is demonstrated by John Bowden,°! who focuses his survey 
on European scholarship since A. Schweitzer’s masterwork. In the section 
titled “The Kaleidoscopic Christ” he mentions, as a mere selection, ten 
such pictures, from Lord Beaverbrook’s “Divine Propagandist” to Jesus 
Christ Superstar, and it would probably be possible to extend the list much 
further without much effort. Sometimes one no longer knows whether in 
these attempts one is dealing with a real portrait or only with a caricature 
or even with a mere wished-for image or mirror of the various authors. 
More recent “postmodern” mirror images of this sort are John Dominic 
Crossan’s “peasant Jewish cynic,’ Burton L. Mack’s “Jewish Socrates,” 
and Robert W. Funk’s work with the pretentious title Honest to Jesus.» 
Funk is also one of the inaugurators of the “Jesus Seminar,” in which the 


non-Jew. This whole nonsense goes back not least to Houston Stewart Chamberlain 1899, 
a widely read son-in-law of Richard Wagner who was influential in a fateful way. See, by 
contrast, the critical observation of Bill. I: v. With a very different tendency, but one that 
was no less antisemitic, Ernst Haeckel advocated a non-Jewish Jesus. On this, see Deines 
2007a. 

“” Meier 1991; 1994; 2001; 2009; 2016. 

48 See also what is said about the “New Quest” at the end of section 5.1. 

4° Klausner 1945. See also section 17.2. 

° On this, see Lindeskog 1973; 1986, esp. 29-42. 

>! Bowden 1988, 57-58. 

>? Crossan 1991; cf. the closing words on 421-22. 

>3 See the advertisement text of HarperCollins Publishers, San Francisco, 1992, AAR/ 
SBL Annual Meeting, p. 158 on Mack 1993: “reveals a Jewish Socrates mythologized in 
the New Testament Christ”; cf., by contrast, already Strauss 1873 (GV = 1872, 73): “A 
Socrates, with his purely reasonable method of teaching, would not have fascinated the 
Galilean mind at that time.” Whoever wants to earn money with a Jesus book must pres- 
ent himself as a “revealer’” as far as possible and connect his wished-for images of Jesus 
with new revelations. On the book of R. W. Funk 1996, see the subtitle, Jesus for a New 
Millennium. 
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authenticity of the sayings of Jesus was judged by the votes of the mem- 
bers and only 18 percent were acknowledged as authentic. Among others, 
all the apocalyptic-eschatological sayings and thus all the expressions of 
judgment were rejected. Thus, the work of this seminar—which is dedi- 
cated to Galileo Galilei, Thomas Jefferson, and D. F. Strauss—provides 
a ‘truly progressive, politically correct picture of Jesus.’ It no longer has 
much to do with the historical reality.>* 

In this wax figure cabinet of recent pictures of Jesus only a single one 
may no longer be mentioned, but is to be kept at a distance whenever pos- 
sible: Jesus as the Christos, the Messiah of Israel, 1.e., the picture of Jesus 
of the earliest community and of the oldest witnesses, although he is called 
this in all the New Testament texts, with the exception of 3 John.» John 
Bowden rightly refers to the famous sentences of Albert Schweitzer: 


Thus each successive epoch of theology found its own thoughts in Jesus; 
that was, indeed, the only way in which it could make him live. But it 
was not only each epoch that found its reflection in Jesus; each indi- 
vidual created Jesus in accordance with his own character. There is no 
historical task which so reveals a man’s true self as the writing of a Life 
of Jesus.°° 


Schweitzer, however, goes one step further: 


No vital force comes into the figure unless a man breathes into it all 
the hate or all the love of which he is capable. The stronger the love, 
or the stronger the hate, the more lifelike is the figure whch is produced.°’ 


According to A. Schweitzer, Hermann Samuel Reimarus, the deist of the 
eighteenth century,°* was such a “hater” that he made Jesus and above 
all his disciples into Jewish enthusiasts or deceivers, and in a certain 


>4 Funk/Hoover/Jesus Seminar 1997. On the same basis there appeared as a supple- 
ment Funk/Jesus Seminar 1988 (The Acts of Jesus) with the narrative tradition treated in 
the same way. The crowning finale is the summary of the putative authentic pieces as “The 
Gospel of Jesus” (Funk/Jesus Seminar 1999). One is reminded of the methods of Marcion 
in the production of his Gospel (of Luke). 

2 According to Morgenthaler 1958, 107, 156, Jesus occurs 905 times, Christ 529 
times. According to Aland 1983, the two occur together 222 times. On the problem, see 
Hengel/Schwemer 2001, passim. 

°© Bowden 1988, 85; cf. 207 = Schweitzer 2000, 6 (GV = 1913, 4). In 1969 Martin 
Hengel began his inaugural lecture in Erlangen with this famous sentence: Hengel 1971b 
(GV = 1970; 2007b, 217). 

>’ Schweitzer 2000, 6 (GV = 1913, 4). 

>8 See note 19 above. 
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way this also applies to D. F. Strauss, who wanted to strip Jesus of his 
superhuman-divine glory. For him, the dignity that primitive Christian- 
ity imposed upon Jesus was, in accordance with Hegelian philosophy, to 
apply to humanity as a whole. Schweitzer, however, stumbles upon a false 
path when he says: 


It is not the most orderly narratives, those which conscientiously weave 
in every detail of the text, that have advanced the study of the subject, 
but precisely the eccentric ones, those that take the greatest liberty with 
the text.’ 


He no longer observed the deterioration of a certain kind of Jesus literature 
in the twentieth century, since he concluded the second edition of his “his- 
tory of Jesus scholarship” in 1913 and basically let the topic rest until his 
death. At the same time, according to him, “the critical study of the life of 
Jesus,” which moves fitfully forward in this way, was “a school of honesty 
for theology.” His additional statement that 


the world had never seen before, and will never see again, a struggle for 
truth so full of pain and renunciation as that which the Lives of Jesus of 
the last hundred years contain” 


sounds a bit too much like literary rhetoric. Was the struggle over the ques- 
tion of the law between Paul and the primitive church or at the time of the 
reformation fought out with less “pain and renunciation,” and is this not 
also the case for many other spheres of the spiritual struggle for the “truth 
of the gospel’’? 

One certainly cannot repeat this pathos-filled judgment for the schol- 
arship of the twentieth century. With this Schweitzer had given far too 
much of a green light to the subjective freedom, indeed arbitrariness, of 
the respective authors. Already his own conception, which connected 
Jesus’ way biographically entirely to the unveiling of the Markan mes- 
sianic secret and thus did not itself shy away from novelistic character- 
istics, should provide a warning for us here. Something similar applies 
to the radical skepticism of his opponent William Wrede, which Wrede 
recanted with regard to his doubting of Jesus’ messianic claim in a letter 
to Harnack just two years before his death.®! With his work Schweitzer 


>? Schweitzer 2000, 10 (GV = 1913, 9). 

© Schweitzer 2000, 7, 10 (GV = 1913, 5, 9). 

of Rollmann/Zager 2001. On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 2001, IX, 17-34 (ET = 
Hengel 1995, 15-32). See also notes 3, 44, and 95 in chapter 17. In his Lehrbuch der 


On the Quest for Jesus of Nazareth 197 


also concludes an epoch, namely the epoch of the life of Jesus research; 
and what may have been true of it can lead one astray today. Therefore, 
instead of the motivation by “love” and “hate” described by Schweitzer, 
what would be needed is, thus, the consciously critical distance of the 
historian, who knows that in the quest for the activity of Jesus in Jewish 
Galilee in 30 CE, he moves in an entirely different world that is foreign to 
him, that his sources (as is usually the case in antiquity) possess a different 
angle of vision and are, therefore, “problematic,” and that he, subordinat- 
ing all his own theological or emancipatory wishes, must ask about the 
historical truth, about what impact Jesus had upon his contemporaries at 
that time and about what they remembered—even though he can grasp this 
only in a very limited way, by way of approximation, in graded degrees of 
probability and in a fragmentary manner. 

In some points there is a basic consensus today, which has stood the 
test for more than one hundred years. With respect to the “Synoptics,” 
Luke and Matthew are literarily dependent upon the older Mark, which 
emerged shortly before or after 70 CE. They take up Mark to a great extent 
and owe the course of their narrative to it. Since Harnack, the material that 
the two larger Gospels have in common against Mark, which consists pri- 
marily of sayings of Jesus (logia), has often been ascribed to a single “say- 
ings source” (Q).® This source, however, remains a hypothesis, which can 
no longer be reconstructed, since the much later Matthew also used Luke. 
Due to the large amount of special material in Matthew and Luke alone, 
we must already reckon with multiple “sayings sources.’® By contrast, 
today there is far-reaching agreement that John, who is wholly shaped by 
the independent Christology of the author, contributes only relatively little 
to a secure knowledge about Jesus’ activity. The opposition to the Syn- 
optics is too large; it can no longer be bridged in a harmonizing manner. 
This problem was an issue for the early church from the second century 
onward, i.e., basically from the beginning.™ Our most important sources 
are therefore Mark—whose historical value is not undisputed—and the 


Dogmengeschichte (Harnack 1909, 68 n. 1 and 74 n. 1), Harnack had sharply rejected 
Wrede’s basic thesis (“Wrede’s brave but methodologically untenable and ultimately unus- 
able book”) but partly accepted his Mark criticism: the Gospel is said to be “a diffuse 
conglomerate of traditions of very different value” (Harnack 1909, 68 n. 1). The Bult- 
mann school then greatly overvalued the significance of Wrede’s book. For a certain time 
it almost became a New Testament “cult book.” 

°° Harnack 1907. 

63 Cf. the moAAo( in Luke 1.1. On this, see Hengel 2012b (GV = 2007a) and Hengel 
2008c, 274-356 (ET = 2000b, 169-207). 

®* On this, see Merkel 1971; Hengel 1993a, 26ff. (ET = 1989a, 5ff.); Hengel 2008c, 
38m. (ET = 2000b,.211f,). 
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sayings tradition, which here means again especially the Gospel of Luke. 
Matthew follows only in the third place. With respect to the messianic 
consciousness of Jesus, the Fourth Gospel, despite its questionable histori- 
cal value, always stands in the background as a historically unresolved, 
indeed insoluble problem.™ 

To be sure, if the attempt at a presentation of the reality of Jesus were 
primarily a mirror of a person’s own subjectivity and wishes, then it would 
be justified to adopt the radically negative, basically ahistorical stance 
that repudiates the historical question about the human being Jesus and 
withdraws—as Martin Kahler once did and his many imitators have subse- 
quently done— into the “storm-free zone” of the “biblical historical Christ” 
(whatever one is meant to understand by that). With his sharply formu- 
lated demand—which continues to have a lasting impact decades later, 
indeed, basically up to the present day—Kahler also claimed to “‘to set 
up a warning sign before allegedly presuppositionless historical research 
when it ceases to do real research and turns instead to a fanciful reshaping 
of the data.” For it “what is usually happening is that the image of Jesus is 
being refracted through the spirit of these gentlemen themselves.’’®’ That 
even Schweitzer and many of his predecessors succumbed to this danger 
is beyond question. However, even modern portraits of Jesus appear to 
validate this old warning from more than 125 years ago (1892), although 
we ourselves can acknowledge neither the prohibition of Kahler nor his 
demand for a “storm-free zone,” because these attempts at historical 
approximation neither seek to suppress or to replace the Christ of faith, nor 
ought they to do so. The foundation of the Christian faith is the “apostolic 
witness” in the New Testament, which is a witness that speaks for itself. 


© On this, see Hengel 1993a, 322-23 (ET = 1989a, 132-33). 

6 Kahler 1953 (reprint of the first edition of 1882; “more important reformulations 
of the second edition [have been] recorded in the notes” [12]). The phrase “storm-free 
zone” occurs twice in the second edition (1896, II: 201—2 = 1953, 78-79 n. a; there is no 
equivalent in the English translation, i.e., Kahler 1988). On the older discussion of Kahler’s 
writing, see Scholz 1899. On the later criticism, see Michel 1955 (= 1986, 135-47), who, 
in turn, formulates too one-sidedly again: “The discipleship of Jesus, the faith in the risen 
one and in the one who is present to the community are only possible if one takes the entire 
burden of the historical conflict upon oneself” (360 = 146). Who is able to take this burden 
really in an adequate manner upon him- or herself? We can only attempt again and again to 
do justice to it—to some extent— with our limited means with regard to the difficult situa- 
tion of the sources and the controversial research. 

7 Kihler 1988, 57, modified (GV = Kahler 1953, 29-30). The last sentence, which 
is emphasized by the author in the German version, alludes to a well-known Faust quota- 
tion. Cf. Schlatter 1995 (GV = 1905, 229-50; 1969, 134-50) on a theology that “gives its 
historical novels titles like Life of Jesus or New Testament Theology” (ET = 216; GV = 
230-31; 139), and on “the profane, modern manufacture of conjectures” (ET = 224; GV 
= 249; 149). 
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The question is whether there are not ways that avoid extreme sub- 
jectivism, which leads to free expressionistic or to politically correct por- 
traits, and take up the particulae veri of individual pictures of Jesus, while 
using a sober assessing historical method on the whole, which is a given in 
scholarship on ancient history and which excludes a general radical skep- 
ticism. It is deeply lamentable that apart from Eduard Meyer and Joseph 
Klausner, no major ancient historians have intensively occupied them- 
selves with the first beginnings of Christianity.°° This may be connected 
to the fact that we New Testament scholars have buried the access to the 
sources to such an extent with our—often very hypothetical—secondary 
literature™ that no “foreigner” dares to approach them any longer. Both 
works—that of J. Klausner, whose Jesus book was published in Hebrew in 
1922 in Jerusalem,” and that of Eduard Meyer’'—were not treated seriously 
enough by the New Testament scholars at the time and are precisely for 
this reason still worth reading.” 


68 Cf. also the popular presentation of Grant 1977 and the independent, interesting 
essay of Millar 1990. Schweitzer 2000, 7 (GV = 1913, 6), already pointed to this problem 
for the nineteenth century: “For the problem of the life of Jesus has no analogy in the field 
of history. No historical school has ever laid down canons for the investigation of this 
problem, no professional historian has ever lent his aid to theology in dealing with it. Every 
ordinary method of historical investigation proves inadequate to the complexity of the 
conditions. The standards of ordinary historical science are inadequate here, its methods 
not immediately applicable.” We are not willing to agree with these two sentences in their 
generalization. We call to mind just the problem of Socrates or the sayings of Heraclitus. 

© The criticism also frequently operates with hypotheses that can scarcely be justified. 
This is shown not only by D. F. Strauss, by the Tiibingen school of his teacher F. C. Baur, 
and by William Wrede as well as by Dibelius’ and Bultmann’s much praised foundational 
investigations on form criticism (on this, see section 7.1) and all the more by many prod- 
ucts of the most recent Jesus literature; see, e.g., the works discussed earlier in this section. 

70 On this, see note 49 above. 

a Meyer 1921; 1962. 

” The damning criticism of Schmidt 1921, which was written in the midst of the ela- 
tion of the newly discovered form criticism, did an injustice to the work of Meyer (119): 
“Thus the content of the book is a failure.” In reality E. Meyer was entirely justified in 
“ascribing far too much” to the authorial “intention of the primitive Christian authors,” 
especially of Mark, which form criticism neglected (120). The progress of scholarship has 
confirmed Meyer here. On this, see, e.g., the verdict of the ancient philologist Zuntz 1984a, 
222: “Whoever seeks to understand the second Gospel in this ‘unitary’ meaning may soon 
find himself enriched through the knowledge of a masterwork of astonishing originality.” 
See also Zuntz 1984b, 47-71, on his early dating to 40 CE, which appears too optimistic to 
us. Cf. the verdict of W. Schadewaldt 1985 (ET = 1982), which goes in a similar direction 
and likewise comes from the pen of a famous ancient philologist. The radical, thorough- 
going form criticism has led us into an unhistorical dead end. Too much was sacrificed to a 
new fashion at that time. Their verdicts were often, indeed usually, not determined by the 
“form” of the tradition but by the content on the basis of the personal judgment of the critic. 
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The insight that we cannot sketch a life of Jesus, indeed that we cannot 
even sketch a picture of Jesus that does not have internal contradictions, is 
not a discovery that arrived only with the emergence of form criticism. We 
find it, sometimes expressed in a pointed manner, already in D. F. Strauss 
and in some “liberal” authors of the nineteenth century. It is absolutely 
necessary to uphold this insight.” It is therefore all the more conspicuous 
that the successful book of Crossan claims again to present The Life of a 
Mediterranean Jewish Peasant. Perhaps this occurred in the service of 
promoting better sales. This is suggested by the self-confident blurb: “The 
first comprehensive determination of who Jesus was, what he did, what he 
said.” 

Even the relationship of the Jew Jesus to his own people can no lon- 
ger be specified in a simple way. We do not know him or the diverse 
Judaism—today one often speaks within the framework of a fashionable 
pluralism of “Judaisms” —at the turn of the century with enough precision 
to do so. For, on the one hand, he does not “relate” to Judaism as a foreigner: 
“Jesus was not a Christian but a Jew,” says Wellhausen tersely.’* We could 
even Say that he did not “relate” to Judaism but lived and acted exclusively 
in it.” And yet the Jewish historian Joseph Klausner, the founder of a seri- 


The criticism of Dibelius 1921 underestimates the significance of the evangelists as authors 
and as tradents. See also section 7.1. 

BOnD.F Strauss, see Ziegler 1908, 605-6, and Strauss 1873, 87-88 (GV = 1872, 
76-77): “The evangelists have overlaid the picture of his life with so thick a coat of super- 
natural colouring .. . that the natural colours cannot now be restored. . . . He who has once 
been deified has irretrievably lost his manhood. It is an idle notion that by any kind of 
operation we could restore a natural and harmonious picture of a life and of a human being 
from sources of information which, like the Gospels, have been adapted to suit a supernatu- 
ral being, and distorted, moreover, by parties whose conceptions and interests conflicted 
with each other’s” (our emphasis). On this, see the Strauss quotation in note 27 above 
and K. Barth 2001, 550-51 (GV = 1947, 511-12); see already the insight of the young 
Harnack in 1874 (see note 20 above) or of Hausrath 1908, I, X: “A hundred hypotheses 
are suggested but what is the objective truth? .. . Our sources are neither abundant enough 
nor sufficiently clear to write a life of Jesus according to the demands of the scholarship 
of history.” Cf. Jiilicher 1906, 72; at a later time, even Holtzmann 1907, VI, expressed 
himself with caution. This applies all the more to the old master of historical criticism 
J. Wellhausen, who speaks of “inadequate fragments” (Wellhausen 1987, 103). The ques- 
tion, however, is whether our modern notions about a “natural and coherent picture of a 
human being and his life” are the measure of all things and thus also applicable to the activ- 
ity of the Galilean. Such “life pictures” that are satisfying to us often cannot be written any 
longer for influential figures of antiquity. The argument of Strauss suffers—no differently 
from his liberal and conservative opponents—from a petitio principii. 

74 Wellhausen 1987, 102; see note 10 in this chapter. Bultmann repeatedly took up this 
thesis but evaluated it incorrectly in terms of substance: the whole of primitive Christianity 
was Jewish. It rests on an alternative that is false for the early period of the first century. 

1 See the fitting title of Charlesworth 1988: Jesus within Judaism. 
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ous Jewish research on Jesus, could write the sentence “in spite of all this, 
there was in him something out of which arose ‘non-Judaism.’”’”° 

In what follows, with constant comparisons with the texts of the Gos- 
pels, our concern will be—quite modestly—to secure traces and to discern 
and trace basic lines and contours (one could almost say: in the manner 
of a woodcut), even though we do not have a coherent, absolutely clear 
picture of his personality and course of life and more questions remain 
open than can be answered. In some cases it is a matter of neglected traces 
that have been missed by a widespread skepticism. The contours, too, are 
not always familiar to us but may appear foreign, even alienating. In his 
last work, Der alte und der neue Glaube (1872), D. F. Strauss correctly 
perceived an essential point within the boundaries that were given to him 
as an opponent of the Christian faith: 


Above all, I must have a distinct, definite conception of him in whom I 
am to believe, whom I am to imitate as an exemplar of moral excellence. 
A being of which I can only catch fitful glimpses, which remains obscure 
to me in essential respects, may, it is true, interest me as a problem for 
scientific investigation, but it must remain ineffectual as regards practi- 
cal influence on my life. But a being with distinct features, capable of 
affording a definite conception, is only to be found in the Christ of faith. 


This for him means 


of legend, and there, of course, only by the votary who is willing to take 
into the bargain all the impossibilities, all the contradictions contained 
in the picture: the Jesus of history, of science, is only a problem; but a 
problem cannot be an object of faith, or a pattern by which to shape our 
lives.” 


With this he puts his finger on the great error of the “liberal” Christology 
of the nineteenth century, which proceeded from Schleiermacher and was 
oriented far too much to the reconstruction of a “historical Jesus.” To be 
sure, we must add that Strauss, according to his own self-evaluation, did 


7© Klausner 1945, 413; cf. also the introduction (9): “Had there not been in Jesus’ 
teaching something contrary to the ‘world-outlook’ of Israel, there could never have arisen 
out of it a new teaching so irreconcilable with the spirit of Judaism: ex nihilo nihil fit.’ On 
this, see Mussner 1987, 137ff. We can, however, ask whether Klausner’s modern notion 
of Judaism, which is nationalistic or Zionistic in character, really corresponds entirely to 
the Judaism at the turn of the century and its diversity of thought. However, his critical 
remarks are justified. Cf. also Bockmuehl 1994, 103-24. 

77 Strauss 1873, 90-91 (modified), our emphasis (GV = 1872, 79). 
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not primarily want to be a historian: “I am not a historian; with me every- 
thing has proceeded from dogmatic . . . concerns.”’* He had a “dogmatic 
interest” in destroying the traditional picture of Jesus. At the end of his life 
he was scarcely interested any longer in the contours of the historical fig- 
ure of Jesus, which were still—by ancient standards—very clear. For him 
Jesus was only still a “problem” and no longer a person. The destructive 
analyst, filled by the pathos of belief in progress, had suppressed the retro- 
spective, conscientiously comparative, reconstructive historian of the time 
of his work as a tutor. To be sure, his radical criticism vis-a-vis the naive 
optimism precisely also of the “progressive” and “liberal” theologians was 
necessary and in a certain way salutary at that time. 

The result of our historical attempts at reconstruction or, better, 
approximation (which are necessarily fragmentary due to the situation of 
the sources) should and can for this reason—we wish to stress this point 
once again—never, ever become the foundation or “object of faith.”” This 
is always only the real Jesus Christ, as the incarnate Son of God who has 
been “exalted to the right hand of God,” and never the product of our his- 
torical strivings. Such a faith, however, is grounded on the whole apostolic 
witness, which is handed down to us in the New Testament, including the 
Fourth Gospel—which is to a great extent consciously and idiosyncrati- 
cally unhistorical—and the epistolary literature! One could also say: Only 
the encounter with the “Christ of faith” in the preaching of the apostles 
bestows the assurance of faith. Precisely this, however, must be rejected 
as “legend” and “myth” according to Strauss. Our attempt at historical 
approximation initially consciously postpones a theological development 
of this “Christ of faith.” We then encounter him in the primitive commu- 
nity. The attempt must demonstrate that in the quest for the development 
of Christology what becomes visible already with Jesus himself is not 
“merely a problem” but rather “contours” that are indeed clear. It could be 
that in the activity of Jesus that extends to his passion, characteristics 
become visible that lead with an inner consistency to the “Christ of faith.” 


781 etter of July 22, 1846 (cited from Barth 2001, 529; GV = 1947, 492). 
7 Strauss 1873, 91, modified (GV = 1872, 79); on this, see Ziegler 1908, II: 683-84. 
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6.1 On the Situation of the Sources 


We must now, as it were, plunge into the ancient world, leave the pres- 
ent with all our wishes and questions behind us, and first ask about the 
sources. Here it is A. Schweitzer again who makes us aware of a fact that 
is often overlooked, namely 


that there are few characters of antiquity about whom we possess so 
much indubitably historical information, of whom we have so many 
authentic discourses. The position is much less favorable, for instance 
in the case of Socrates, for he is pictured to us by literary men who 
exercised their creative ability upon the portrait. Jesus stands much more 
immediately before us, because he was depicted by simple Christians 
without literary gifts.’ 


We must qualify this optimism with respect to the words “undoubtedly” 
and “literarily ungifted Christians.” The literary-critical perspective, 
which is flourishing today and which revels in the discovery of rhetorical 
and narrative strategies, has resulted in a greater desire than ever to regard 
the authors of the Gospels as literarily adept authors, who sometimes 
work with sophisticated techniches and an understanding of the art of dra- 
matic presentation that carried to an extreme. Radical historical skeptics 
even turn them into authors of novelistic fictions. Forgotten is the time 
about a hundred years earlier when such an influential scholar as Martin 


' Cf. Aufhauser 1925; Klausner 1945, 17-70; Trilling 1966, 51ff.; Meier 1991, 
56-111; Theissen/Merz 1998, 17-124 (GV = 1997, 35-124); Van Voorst 2001; Dunn 
2003b, 141-42. 

* Schweitzer 2000, 7 (GV = 1913, 6). 
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Dibelius, at the beginning of his Formgeschichte des Evangeliums, wrote 
in an—apparently—programmatic way:? 


The composers are only to the smallest extent authors. They are princi- 
pally collectors, vehicles of tradition, editors 


while 


St. Luke more than the other synoptics shows the strongest literary char- 
acter. Thereby it can be estimated in how lowly a degree after all St. 
Matthew and St. Mark may pass as authors. 


For more than a generation this thesis dominated and misled the market of 
New Testament exegesis in Germany. The truth probably lies between the 
extremes, 1.e., Mark and Matthew—in our view already through oral pre- 
sentation as teachers, which ultimately stands behind all the Gospels—were 
also “more eloquent” than the fathers of form criticism wanted to acknowI- 
edge in their joy of discovery. All four Gospels reach a high degree of 
theological reflection, which need not mean that the historical tradition 
was largely suppressed by the theological tendency that shaped them. This 
clearly occurs only with the Fourth Gospel, which goes its own way. But 
even here one would need to ask: Is it not, in fact, likely that primitive 
Christianity —including John at the end of the first century— would have 
taken over theologically essential basic ideas largely from the activity and 
way of Jesus himself? This question will accompany us through this entire 
volume. 

A. Schweitzer, however, is right. This is shown not only by a com- 
parison of the Synoptics’ picture of Jesus with the Socrates of the Pla- 
tonic Dialogues, with the Memorabilia of Xenophon, or with the 
fragments of Aeschines and other “Socratics,’* but also with later 


3 Dibelius 1971, 3 (GV = 1919; 1933, 2-3). Cf. Bultmann 1963, 2-4, 338-51 (GV 
= 1995, 3-4, 362-76): “Mark is not sufficiently master of his material to be able to ven- 
ture on a systematic construction (Gliederung) himself’ (ET = 350; GV = 375). In real- 
ity Mark is very carefully structured. On K. L. Schmidt’s largely unjustified criticism of 
Eduard Meyer and on the very different judgment of ancient philologists such as Wolfgang 
Schadewaldt and Giinther Zuntz, see note 72 in chapter 5. 

“Déring 1984. See also Gigon 1979, 63-64: “The chronicle as list of names and facts, 
on the one hand, and the anecdote, on the other hand, are (around the end of the fifth cen- 
tury BCE). . . the two only original forms of historical tradition. The biography as the pre- 
sentation of a self-enclosed and meaningful course of life only appears a few generations 
after the death of Socrates in Greek literature.” Gigon reaches the judgment “that the quest 
for the personality and work of the historical Socrates is practically entirely unanswerable 
because everywhere we encounter only Socrates literature and never Socrates biography” 
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ancient biographies from the pens of Plutarch, Lucian,® Arrian, and 
Philostratus.° 

To this we can add the fact that even in the case of ancient person- 
alities, who were incomparably “more powerful” than the craftsman from 
Nazareth, our historical-biographical source situation is likewise not 
unproblematic, even though we know more historical details about them. 
The earliest continuous presentation of Alexander by a historian that is 
preserved as a work is that of Diodorus Siculus, who wrote at the time of 
the early Augustus, nearly three hundred years after Alexander. The most 
important Greek biographer of Alexander, Arrian, wrote ca. 450 years later, 
and Plutarch ca. 400 years later. The most important Latin biographer, 
Curtius Rufus, was probably a contemporary of Arrian in the middle of the 
second century CE or even later. Of course, they had, in turn, numerous 
older sources at their disposal. However, only quotations and excerpts are 
preserved from the historians who were contemporary with Alexander, 
and there are sometimes extreme deviations between them in their evalu- 
ation of the world conqueror. Moreover, precisely these sources show that 
the formation of legends around Alexander already began in his lifetime.’ 
They extend in many languages and branches into the Middle Ages. Robin 


(16). Instead, he seeks to trace back from the Socrates literature to the creator of this lit- 
erature, i.e., what “is graspable for us is not Socrates as a historical teacher of his students 
but Socrates as a central object of a philosophical literature” (16). Nevertheless, for him 
too the “trial and (. . . the) execution of Socrates in 399 .. . stands beyond all doubt” (21). 
Another example would be the great rabbinic teachers since Hillel, about which we have 
an abundance of individual traditions of halakic and haggadic character, which cannot, 
however, be combined into a whole “biographically.” On this, see Bacher 1903; 1890 and 
the investigations of J. Neusner on individual teachers such as Yohanan ben Zakkai, Eliezer 
ben Hyrcanus, etc. See also Neusner 1971. 

> Here one would neet to point especially to Lucian’s Demonax. 

© Here, however, we must note that his Life of Apollonius of Tyana has much more 
novelistic than biographical traits and in this respect is precisely not comparable to the 
Synoptic Gospels. On this, see now Schirren 2005b. In our view, Philostratus’ presentation 
is a sort of philosophical “anti-Gospel,” composed at the wish of the empress Julia Domna 
after her death in 217, at a time when Christianity gained considerable influence. At the 
turn from the third to the fourth century CE, Hierocles followed in his footsteps in directly 
polemical form. See Eusebius, Contra Hieroclem (Des Places / Forrat 1986). 

7 A compilation and English translation of the fragments of the thirty-six early Alex- 
ander historians (FGrH 117-152) can be found in C. A. J. Robinson 1953/1963, I: 1: “Of 
the five extant historians whose complete accounts of Alexander survive, Arrian is the best 
by far.” On the person and work of Arrian, see Wirth 1964; Heucke 2003 (GV = 1997). 
He lived between approximately 85/90—170 CE and wrote, among other works, a history 
of Alexander in seven books, in which he endeavored primarily to use the works of eye- 
witnesses as sources. On the formation of legends, see Meyer 1962, 54ff., 159 (against 
Wellhausen). Hengel 1984a, 17-18 with notes 70-74. On the question of miracles, see 
section 16.4. 
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Lane Fox begins his large biography on Alexander with the observation 
that we cannot write a biography of any personality in antiquity, except 
of Augustine, Cicero, and perhaps the emperor Julian, from which figures 
we possess many letters or other autobiographical witnesses. However, 
he then writes a book with 568 pages about his hero with the revealing 
qualification “This book is a search, not a story.’’® This statement would 
also need to stand over every serious presentation of Jesus and over every 
history of early Christianity. 

Let us examine yet another example, which is extremely different 
from Jesus and comes from a closer point in time. Augustus was cer- 
tainly the most politically influential ruler in antiquity. He died in 14 CE 
after fifty-seven years of political activity. Luke 2.1 consciously connects 
his person with the birth of Jesus.’ If we disregard the autobiographi- 
cal inscription of the Res gestae divi Augusti, preserved in fragmentary 
form in three places,'° which very succinctly recounts his own achieve- 
ments, then the first biographical presentation that has been preserved in 
full for us, by Suetonius, who wrote very selective biographies of emper- 
ors between ca. 119 and 121, was written more than one hundred years 
after the death of Augustus.'’ The Annals of Tacitus, which originated a 
short time earlier, deal only with the very last period of the emperor in 
their first book.'? Appian (ca. 100-1807?) describes only the civil war. Only 
the early time of Octavian up to 44 BCE 1s preserved from the contempo- 
rary biography of Nicolaus of Damascus, the intimate of Herod in Jeru- 
salem (ca. 64 BCE-10 CE).'° The most detailed presentation of his reign 
is handed down to us in the Roman history of Cassius Dio Cocceianus,'* 
which arose in the first decades of the third century CE. Signs, dreams, 
and miracles already play an important role in Suetonius and even more 
in Cassius Dio. The only preserved historical presentation of a contem- 
porary is the very succinct historical outline of Velleius Paterculus, who, 


8 Lane Fox 1973, 11. In the preface to Lane Fox 2006, he objects to authors who 
“adopt a confident tone,” clarifies that the concern is with “a search,” and indicates that a 
full picture of the life of Alexander is not possible. 

° On this, see the affirmative comment of Melito of Sardis ca. 160 CE in Eusebius, 
Hist. eccl. 4.26.7-8. 

!0 Volkmann 1969; text, translation, and commentary can be found in Weber 1974. 

'! Sallmann 2008 (GV = 2001). As secretary to Trajan (from ca. 114 CE) and Hadrian 
(until 121 CE) he had—a studiis, a bibliothecis, and finally, ab epistulis—access to the 
imperial archive with entirely personal testimonies of Augustus. 

'2 He wanted to write a work on the time of Augustus, but he did not get to it (Ann. 
3.2433). 

13 RGrH 90, F 125-130. On his person, see the discussion in section 3.1.1 with notes 
65-67. 

4 Books 46-56 (43 BCE-14 CE). 
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having been born ca. 20 BCE, wrote at the time of Tiberius.'> Through 
these examples from the entirely different sphere of politics, it becomes 
clear that even the tradition about the greatest ruler figures of antiquity is 
fragmentary, i.e., dependent on the chance preservation of sources. We 
must, of coure, add that in addition to the texts of these biographers and 
historians about Alexander and Augustus, which are often preserved only 
in fragmentary form, we find other pointers through inscriptions, coins, 
and above all in the contemporary and later literature.'° This especially 
applies to the first Roman principate, which radically changed the empire. 

But even with respect to such an entirely different figure as Jesus of 
Nazareth, we have, in addition to the four Gospels, also the New Testa- 
ment epistles, Acts, and Revelation, as well as the whole early Christian 
literature with corresponding pointers, which sometimes have, of course, 
very different historical value. Here one would need to mention the diverse 
“apocryphal” Gospel-like texts that emerged since the second century, 
beginning with the Gospel of Thomas, which is largely overvalued today, 
and with the numerous Jesus logia of unknown origin."’ 

If one considers that Jesus was not a successful world ruler known by 
all, but an initially completely obscure Galilean craftsman who was active 
for a very short time, and if one takes into account the fact that the earliest 
preserved literary pointers begin with Paul ca. twenty years after the cru- 
cifixion of Jesus and the first “Jesus biographies” start with Mark ca. forty 
years after this same event, then the broad and early tradition—measured 
by ancient standards—does indeed appear quite conspicuous, even though 
it is supposed to have a predominantly nonauthentic, legendary character. It 
is an indication of the extent to which this simple Jew from a Galilean vil- 
lage must already have made an impact upon his contemporaries in Jewish 
Palestine and soon also outside of this area. By the time of Claudius and 
Nero at the latest, he also unsettled the Roman world. The frequently heard 
accusation that no Greek or Roman historian before the end of the first or 
the beginning of the second century mentioned Jesus and his movement 


'S He treats the fifty-seven years from the murder of Caesar in 44 BCE to the death of 
Augustus in 14 CE in sixty-six short chapters, 2.59—-124 (Hellegouarc’h 1982). Alongside 
this, reference could additionally be made to Pompeius Trogus’ history of the Mediter- 
ranean region in forty-four books, but it is preserved only in a concise epitome of Justinus 
from the third century, which mentions Augustus relatively rarely and only with a view to 
the provinces. 

'© See, e.g., Ehrenberg/Jones 1949 and Mattingly 1983. For literature, see Cicero, 
Horace, Ovid, Propertius, Tibullus, etc. The large biography of Augustus by Bleicken 1998 
(ET = 2016) concisely specifies the sources for the individual chapters in the notes. 

'7 See the extensive collection of Resch 1906; Jeremias 1965; critically Hofius 1978; 
1991; 2012. In his letter to bishop Soter of Rome in 170 CE, Dionysius of Corinth already 
lamented the various forgery attempts of “writings of the Lord,” Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.23.12. 
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demonstrates only the critic’s ignorance of the situation of the ancient 
sources. Between 30 and 120 CE there are no historians preserved for us 
who could have written about Christ and the Christians, except for Jose- 
phus, Tacitus, and Suetonius—and they do so! 

With respect to the history of ancient religion and intellectual history 
the intensive reporting about Jesus is actually quite astonishing. Despite the 
relatively short time of his activity, we have more comparatively early tra- 
ditions about him than about most great thinkers of antiquity. For Muham- 
mad, who died in 632 CE, we have only one much later biography, which 
goes back to Ibn Ishaq (died in 768). His work itself was lost, but it was 
edited by even later authors, especially by Ibn Hisham (died 834), two 
hundred and twelve years after the Hijra, and then by Bukhari, the author 
of the oldest collection of Hadith, in 870. All later presentations are based 
on this.'® 

The closest parallel already stands itself entirely in the Christian tradi- 
tion. The most recent sensational discoveries include the Cologne Mani- 
Codex. It contains a Life of Mani (216-276), which is partly presented in 
the first person. It was composed in the first third of the fourth century, 
and the names of the guarantors of the tradition are mentioned. In this 
way there arose an “almost seamless biography,” which is reminiscent of 
Tatian’s harmony of the Gospels, except that in the Mani-Codex the speci- 
fication of the source is never lacking.'? However, for this (as later prob- 
ably also for Muhammad) the Christian tradition itself constitutes again a 
model of sorts. Mani (and Muhammad) understood themselves to be con- 
tinuers and completers of the work of Jesus, as the “seal of the prophets,’’”° 
and their activities, and this means also their “biographies,” presuppose 
the Gospels in one way or another. 


'8 Muhammad was born around 570. He died in 632, only six years before Jerusalem 
was conquered by the Muslims. For the problem, see Paret 1957: “The basic stock of the fac- 
tually secured traditional material (can)not be dated back before the first half of the eighth 
century.” This means it is about a hundred years later than the “historical Muhammad.” To 
be sure, an abundance of tradition bearers are mentioned in the biography of Muhammad. 
One will recall the efforts of a Papias. From Muhammad’s migration to Medina in 622 
Islam increasingly became a political-religious movement that was extremely successful 
militarily. The difference from the early history of Christianity before Constantine could 
not be greater. This is forgotten by many today. 

'° Henrichs/Koenen 1988, xv—xvi. 

2° Cf. Colpe 1990, 15ff., 227ff. The concept first appears in Pseudo-Tertullian, Adv. 
Jud. 8.12, who designates Jesus as signaculum omnium prophetarum in connection with 
Dan 9.24-27. 
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6.2 Early Christian Testimonies to Jesus Outside of the Gospels”! 


If we examine the primitive Christian literary testimony to Jesus, then it 
begins for us ca. twenty years after his crucifixion with an outsider and 
former opponent, Paul. He wrote his first letter that is known to us to 
the newly founded community in Thessalonika, in which he speaks of the 
death and resurrection of Jesus and of saving faith 1n this Jesus as the Mes- 
siah, Lord, and Son of God, who will preserve one from God’s coming 
judgment of wrath.” Paul quotes an apocalyptic “word of the Lord” about 
his parousia and emphasizes that the Lord comes “as a thief in the night.” 
Both call to mind apocalyptic sayings of Jesus in the Synoptics and proba- 
bly go back to Jesus tradition.” In a number of the authentic letters of Paul, 
which were written in the following decade, we find pointers to the human 
being Jesus—in the mention of Jesus’ birth through a (Jewish) woman, his 
placement under the Mosaic law (Gal 4.4); in his descent from Judaism 
(Rom 9.5), more precisely from the lineage of David (Rom 1.3), the son 
of Jesse (Rom 15.12);*° in his messianic service to Israel, his own people 
(Rom 9.3ff.; 15.8);”° and, above all, in his death on the cross. In 1 Corin- 
thians there are two references to authoritative sayings of the Lord, L.e., 
to statements of Jesus. One is concerned with the prohibition of divorce 
and remarriage after divorce”’ and the other with the command that those 
who proclaim the gospel should live from their work of proclamation, 
which points to the Synoptic tradition of the sending out of the twelve 
disciples.** Mere allusions to sayings of the Synoptic tradition without 
indications that the concern is with a “word of the Lord” occur much more 
often, among others, multiple times in the paraenesis of Rom 12.9-21; 
13.8ff., and in 1 Cor 13.2. What is fundamental for Paul is also the invoca- 
tion of God as “Father,” ABBa, as a sign of being a child of God, which 
goes back to Jesus’ address to God in prayer and probably also contains 


7 Koester 1957; Trilling 1966; Dungan 1971; Fjarstedt 1974; Stuhlmacher 1991 (GV 
= 1983); Riesner 1988, see index, s.v. “Paulus, Jesus-Uberlieferung”; Theissen/Merz 1998, 
17-24, 37-59 (GV = 1997, 35-41, 51-69); Wenham 1995; Hengel 2004d. 

>? First Thessalonians 4.14; cf. 5.10; 1.10. On the topic of Jesus tradition in Paul, cf. 
Riesner 1997; see in detail Wenham 1995; Hausser 2006. 

?3 First Thessalonians 4.15-17; 5.2; cf. Luke 12.39; Matt 24.30 parr.; 24.43; Rev 3.3; 
16.15. On the “words of the Lord,” see Hengel 2008c, 112-20, 223ff. (ET = 2000b, 61-65, 
131ff.). See section 6.6. 

4 On this, see Hengel 2002, 346ff. 

°° Cf, Isa 11.10; Matt 1.5-6; Luke 3.32. 

26 Cf, Mark 10.45 = Matt 20.28; cf. Luke 22.27; Isa 53.10ff. 

*7 First Corinthians 7.10-11. 

?8 First Corinthians 9.14; cf. Luke 10.7 = Matt 10.10b: “The worker is worthy of his 
wages.” See section 11.7. 
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an indirect pointer to the Lord’s Prayer, which begins with this address. 
This Aramaic acclamation, as well as the Maranatha, demonstrates Paul’s 
connection with the primitive Jerusalem community.”? That Paul, when he 
founded communities, recounted the story of the passion and presupposed 
knowledge of it in his communities emerges from | Cor 15.3-8 with the 
“chronological” enumeration of death, burial, resurrection, and appear- 
ances in temporal*’ succession and from the account of Jesus’ last meal 
with his disciples in 1 Cor 11.23ff. With the quotation of the Lord’s Sup- 
per paradosis—“‘the Lord Jesus, in the night in which he was betrayed (or 
handed over), took bread, gave thanks, broke it, and said . . .’”—Paul not 
only points to his introduction of the Lord’s Supper*’ when he founded the 
community in Corinth but also to his telling of the story of the passion in 
its temporal-historical course. It contains a concrete date, in all probability 
the night of Passover.** Thus, in Paul we can infer a chronological con- 
nection of three days, beginning with the last meal of Jesus on the night 
of Passover via the betrayal, the crucifixion, and the burial through to the 
morning of Easter.*? For without this temporal background the community 
would understand neither this text, of which Paul wants to remind them, 
nor his talk of the “word of the cross” in 1 Cor 1.18, nor a formulation such 
as what we find in 1 Cor 5.7-8, where he writes: “for our Passover lamb 
has been slaughtered, Christ. Therefore let us celebrate not with leaven... 
but with the unleavened bread... .” In this way he mentions in passing 
what is well-known in Corinth, 1.e., there too it was known that Jesus 
was crucified in Jerusalem at a Passover festival; after all, Passover lambs 
could not be slaughtered elsewhere. The “rulers of this age” (1 Cor 2.8), 
who crucified Christ because they did not recognize his divine dignity 
(S0§a), also refer in the first place to the political powers, such as Pilate 
and the high priests, who were, in turn, themselves henchmen of demonic 
powers. In | Thess 2.14-15 it is, in an emotionally charged Pauline text, 
“the Jews” who “killed Jesus and the prophets and persecuted us.” 


*° Rom 8.15-16; Gal 4.5-6; see also section 13.2 with note 58. On this, see Hengel 
2004a. Cf. now Frey 2016. 

39 On this, see Hengel 2001a. 

31 On the formulation, see 1 Cor 11.20: xvotaxov Seimvov. 

°° Cf. 1 Cor 5.6ff. and Luke 22.8, 14-15: Is he perhaps indirectly alluding to the event 
of Luke 22.3; John 13.2, 27 with 1 Cor 5.5? Cf. also 1 Cor 6.1, 9-10 and Luke 22.28-30. 
On this, see Hengel 2004d. 

*? The phrase év th vuxti 1) magediSeto (1 Cor 11.23) points in the first instance to 
the nighttime betrayal of Judas. At the same time the “handing over” by God (Rom 4.25; 
8.32; cf. Isa 53.6, 12) lies in the background. Due to the clear specification of time we 
can relate the magedideto to the whole passion. It extended over the following day to the 
“ninth hour” (Mark 15.33). The special offense is “the betrayal” by Jesus’ own disciple. 
This temporal sequence corresponds basically to 1 Cor 15.3-5. 
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The often repeated argument that Paul knew very little or no Jesus 
tradition, indeed that he did not want to know of it because he was not 
interested in it, since he proclaimed only the “kerygma’” of the crucified 
and risen Kyrios, is misleading and based on the misuse—which is com- 
mon among theologians—of the argumentum e silentio, for in the few 
situation-specific letters that have been preserved for us, more or less by 
chance, he no longer had to discuss things that were long known in the 
community. In his letters, we learn about the way in which he founded 
his communities at best in short marginal notes.** The temporally struc- 
tured account of Jesus’ activity, death, and resurrection belongs in the 
community-founding preaching (1 Cor 15.1-8), which is almost entirely 
unknown to us. It is absurd to believe that the apostle (and the other mis- 
sionaries to the Gentiles) could have proclaimed a crucified Jew and state 
criminal*® from remote Galilee as Messiah, Son of God, and Savior of 
the world, without telling his Jewish and Gentile hearers about the life, 
activity, and death of this Jesus and the concomitant fulfillment of the pro- 
phetic promises.*° When, according to 1 Cor 2.2, Paul, in Corinth, wants 
to know nothing except Jesus Christ crucified, this self-evidently includes 
the report about Jesus’ passion and death. Without telling the passion story, 
“the word of the cross” (0 AGyos tot otaveod, 1 Cor 1.18) could not be 
proclaimed in a comprehensible manner at all! Something similar applies 
to the “gospel” in 1 Cor 15.3-4, which he proclaimed or, better, recounted 
as first and foremost (€v moa@totc); for what underlies this text, in most 
abbreviated formulaic form, is a—christologically interpreted—narrative. 
In Corinth, as in every other newly founded community, people proba- 
bly asked Paul searching questions about these events. The preaching of 
the crucified and risen Christ, who was not merely a mythical, heavenly 
figure, but precisely as the crucified Messiah, the XQuotocs EoTAVEMUE- 
voc,*’ was a concrete human person—to be sure of absolutely singular, 
divine rank (Phil 2.6-9)—who suffered a brutal and shameful, abhorrent 
death, also includes statements about his person, activity, and fate. One 
should not impute any docetism to Paul as if he did not take seriously 
the humanity of Jesus. It is no longer permissible to cite 2 Cor 5.16 in 
this context. The concern there is not with Christ “according to the flesh” 
(xtc. O&0x%C) in the sense of the human being Jesus,” 1.e., with the xata 


** First Thessalonians 1.6, 9; 2.1-2; 1 Cor 1.16; 2.1-5; Phil 4.15. 

> Cf. 1 Cor 2.8 as well as Tacitus Ann. 15.44.3 (see note 71 below). 

36 First Corinthians 15.3-4; cf. Rom 1.1-4; 9.4-5; 1 Cor 10.1-11; Gal 3.13-14, etc. 

37 First Corinthians 1.23; 2.2; Gal 3.1. On the repelling character of crucifixion, see 
section 21.2. 

38 Thus Rom 9:5: €& dv (this means Israel) 6 XQuotos 6 xATH OGOXa. Note the post- 
placement of yevouévov €x oméQuatos Aavid xata odexa in Rom 1.3. Romans 1.3 is 
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oaoxa the concern is not with an attribute of Christ but with the fact that 
Paul as a persecutor had once known Christ “in a fleshly way” —to clarify 
the meaning of the adverbial phrase, one could also say: had “failed to 
know” him.*? Paul was probably reproached for this time and again. After 
all, for the letter writer, these events lay only ca. two decades in the past. A 
sizable number of eyewitnesses were still around. In 1 Cor 15.6 he speaks 
of an appearance of Jesus before about “five hundred brothers at once, of 
whom the majority are alive until today.” Paul knew the leading disciples 
of Jesus personally. He mentions Cephas-Peter*’ ten times and James, 
Jesus’ brother, four times, and John, “the twelve,” and “the brothers of the 
Lord” twice in each case.*' In Galatia and Corinth it was known exactly 
who these people were. Paul must have reported in relatively great detail 
about them, otherwise there could not, for example, have been a “Cephas 
party” in Corinth. Presumably, Cephas-Peter had also visited the commu- 
nity in Corinth after it was founded by the apostle to the Gentiles and had 
made a strong impression there.” Is it plausible that Paul spoke in many 


also a positive statement, as is Rom 4.1 on Abraham. Both sentences are not meaningless 
for him! 

3? Second Corinthians 5.16: ei xa EyvOxapEVv nat OdQxA Xeuotov. Even R. Bult- 
mann concedes that the adverbial meaning is “more probable,” but then obscures this clear 
pointer with an absurd reversal: “for a “Christ regarded in the manner of the flesh’ is just 
what a ‘Christ after the flesh’ is” (Bultmann 2007, I: 238-39; GV = 1984b, 239). See 
already Bultmann 1933-1965, I: 185, 259: “The old controversy over whether ‘according 
to the flesh’ belongs to ‘Christ’ or to ‘if we have known’ is unimportant” (185). In this 
context Paul precisely does not mean a “human personality,” which “is past,” but rather a 
deeply sinful knowing of Jesus, which takes offense at the crucified Messiah. Jesus was, 
after all, not transformed from a human being into a God. He is for Paul already the pre- 
existent one who has become human and as the crucified one the exalted Son of God and 
Messiah (Gal 4.4; 1 Cor 8.6; Phil 2.6ff.); how could the humanity of Jesus be unimport- 
ant to him! On this, see Hengel 2002, 261-301. The christological deficit of Bultmann 
becomes visible here. Althaus 1959, 35-36 (GV = 1963, 20), rightly rejects this misuse of 
2 Cor 5.16. On the adverbial use of in 2 Corinthians, see 1.17; 10.2. Even Theissen/Merz 
1998, 95 (GV = 1997, 100), want to continue to see a devaluation of the appeal back to 
the historical Jesus in 2 Cor 5.16. This false interpretation apparently cannot be eradicated. 
Against it, see now Grasser 2002, 220-21, against Bultmann and Schweitzer: “The identity 
of the exalted Lord and the earthly Jesus alone, which is a given for the apostle, already 
fends off this false use of our verse.” Behind the sentence stands a real accusation against 
Paul, which the apostle decisively rejects. It could come from the circle that proclaims 
another Jesus and another gospel according to 2 Cor 11.4, i.e., presumably emissaries of 
the Peter mission. See Hengel 2010a, 71-72, 74-75 (GV = 2006b, 116-17, 121-22). 

40 Both names, the Aramaic and the Greek, are known to him; cf. Gal 2.8. This means 
that he probably also knew about the circumstances of the emergence of this name. Pre- 
sumably he alludes to this in 1 Cor 3.11; see Hengel 2010a, 16ff. (GV = 2006b, 25ff.). 

*! First Corinthians 9.5; 15.6-7. Cf. Gal 1 and 2. 

*? The “Cephas party” in 1 Cor 1.12 would be best explained in this way. See also 
Dionysius of Corinth in his letter to Soter of Rome around 170 CE in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 
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ways about Cephas, James, and the other disciples but said nothing about 
the human being Jesus? 

We must assume that Cephas-Peter—the apostle for the mission to 
the Jews and, after the conflict in Antioch (Gal 2.11ff.), also an opponent 
of Paul—as former speaker of the disciples of Jesus and eyewitness had 
access to a much greater extent of Jesus tradition, being superior to Paul 
in this respect, and that this was one of the reasons that he was estimated 
more highly by the opponents of Paul in Corinth. The Cephas party in 
Corinth was not concerned with the question of the law, as F. C. Baur 
and his school thought, but more likely with the relation to Christ,** with 
regard to which the “Cephas adherents” devalued Paul vis-a-vis the Jerusa- 
lem apostles, and here especially vis-a-vis Cephas-Peter, with the rationale 
that he had not been a real disciple of Jesus and eyewitness. Nevertheless, 
Paul most certainly did not entirely forgo the use of narratives and tra- 
ditions about Jesus when he founded his communities. Otherwise, when 
he founded new communities it would not have been possible at all to 
proclaim Jesus as the crucified one, hanged on the accursed wood,“ who 
removed the law’s condemning judgment, to his hearers. 

The mission sermons before Jews and Gentiles in Acts also contain 
a—compact and rudimentary—narration of the activity, death, and resur- 
rection of Jesus, closely connected with the Old Testament demonstra- 
tion from Scripture.*° Behind this stands a certain, situationally necessary 
scheme, which still determines the structure of the Gospel of Mark, where 
the emphasis lies on the passion. The speeches in Acts are configured by 
the author according to older models, as they were common in the mission 
preaching before Jews and Gentiles. Here, the well-known admission of 
Thucydides regarding the difficulty of the exact reproduction of speeches 


2.25.8: “Both began the planting (1 Cor 3.6ff.) in our city Corinth.” On this, see now Hen- 
gel 2010a, 16ff., 23ff., 35, 66-73 (GV = 2006b, 25ff., 37ff., 56, 106-18). 

“CL 1 Cor 1.12-13: 2 Cor 10:7; 11.23. 

“* Galatians 3.13; cf. Luke in Acts 5.30; 10.39; 13.29 and in addition Deut 21.23. 

4° Since Luke had provided a detailed presentation in the Gospel, he could spare him- 
self more extensive remarks in the short sermons of Acts. It is all the more astonishing 
how much he reports about Jesus there. In the decades before his work he and other mis- 
sionaries probably preached in a similar way. This finds most detailed expression in the 
sermon of Peter before Cornelius, his family, and his friends (Cornelius forms a parallel 
to Theophilus, Luke 1.3). Acts 10.24, 34-43; cf. also Peter in Jerusalem at Pentecost 2.22- 
23 and 3.13ff.; 4.10; 5.30-31. In the speeches before the Jews he presupposes the activity 
of Jesus in accord with the situation and places the passion and resurrection at the center; 
a much greater role is played by the proof from Scripture here. See also the reference to 
the eyewitness status of the disciples in 2.32; 4.20. On Paul, see 13.23-31. The center of 
gravity lies here on the fulfillment of the promises to the fathers and on the passion. On the 
problem, see Hengel 2012b (GV = 2007a). 
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from memory has rightly been pointed out: he says that he formulated 
them “in the way I thought each would have said what was especially 
required in the given situation,’”*° though Luke has considerably abbrevi- 
ated these speech formations for reasons of space. It is interesting that in 
the speeches and dialogues in Acts he takes it for granted that the activ- 
ity and fate of Jesus was generally known in Judaea, even in the case of 
Cornelius and his circle of friends*’ and with regard to King Agrippa II. 
These events did not “take place in a corner.”’** He accurately reproduces 
the historical reality here. 

The actual enigma of the Pauline preaching, which we cannot, 
after all, know directly—occasional letters, where everything has to be 
expressed in extreme brevity and mere intimations, are something differ- 
ent from a free oral lecture that has been practiced for decades**—is how, 
already shortly after Easter, when numerous eyewitnesses were still living, 
the crucified Galilean Jesus of Nazareth could be proclaimed as the one 
exalted to the right hand of God, indeed even as preexistent mediator of 
creation. This development is unique in the history of ancient religion. The 
second question is whether this almost explosive development of Christol- 
ogy has some sort of point of reference in the activity of Jesus or whether 
it completely contradicts it. Whoever is able to believe the latter may do 
so. We do not believe it.°° 

The tendency to make occasional allusions to well-known Jesus tradi- 
tion, which is already visible in Paul, continues in later letters. Hebrews”! 
alludes to the proclamation of Jesus and to his hearers, who passed on his 
message “to us,” and mentions the miracles connected with it (2.3-4). The 
unknown author thus shows himself to be (like Mark and Luke) a mem- 
ber of the second generation. The opening sentence of the letter, which 


“© Thucydides, Hist. 1.22.1 (trans. Lattimore 1998, 13). 

“7 Acts 10.37: bueic oiSate tO yevOuevov Ora xa’ SrN¢ THs lovdaiac. 

“8 Acts 26.26. The év ywvia. may hold true for the view of Rome but not for Judaea 
and Syria. 

“° Luke provides an example in Acts 20.7ff. Cf. 13.16-41 and 19.9 for the lectures 
of the apostle in the school of Tyrannus of Ephesus, which he rented, with the interesting 
“novelistic” addition of Codex D. 

5° On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 2001. Cf. also Hengel 2002, 240-60. See further 
chapter 17 and Hengel 1995, esp. 1-72. Cf. now also Deines 2012b; 201 2a. 

>! Hebrews emerged ca. 75-85 or ca. 60-66 CE, before 1 Clement, which uses it (this 
was already recognized by Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.38.1) and prior to the collection of the 
Pauline letters, which took it up. With Bickerman 1986, 336—49 (338), who refers, with 
Theodoret of Cyr, to 13.10, we regard the date before the destruction of Jerusalem as more 
likely. The collector of the Pauline letters probably took it up into his collection as a tradi- 
tional, recognized writing, perhaps because he knew that the letter stemmed from a male or 
female student of Paul; see Harnack 1900. 
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states that God, after he had formerly spoken in various ways through 
the prophets, “has spoken to us at the end of these days through his Son,” 
includes the proclamation of the earthly Jesus as a matter of course. The 
same applies to Heb 12.2, where Jesus is designated as the “originator and 
perfecter of the faith,’ who “endured the cross and despised its shame.” 
The auctor ad Hebraeos mentions both Jesus’ intense trial in view of his 
approaching death, i.e., the Gethsemane scene (5.7), and his death outside 
of the gate of Jerusalem (13.12). He too had knowledge of the passion 
story. 

Toward the end of the first century 1 Clement, which knows Hebrews, 
appeals multiple times to sayings of the Kyrios, which are related to the 
Synoptic tradition.” These presumably come from the catechetically 
fixed oral community paraenesis, but they could also already presuppose 
knowledge of a written Gospel, for example, of the Gospel of Mark. The 
Epistle of James contains—without reference to the origin—paraenetic 
Jesus tradition at multiple points, sometimes in ancient, pre-Matthean 
form.’ Something similar applies to the letters of Ignatius, who knows 
the account of the baptism of Jesus by John from the Gospel of Matthew, 
mentions Pontius Pilate three times and the tetrarch Herod (Antipas) once, 
knows of the nailing up of the crucified one, and recounts a resurrection 
story with Peter and the disciples.°* When 1 Tim 6.13, at about the same 
time as Ignatius, speaks of the “good confession” that Jesus “testified” 
before Pontius Pilate, he alludes to Jesus’ confession of his messianic 
task before the Roman prefect, perhaps already in the expanded tradition 
that also stands behind the Fourth Gospel.® It is conspicuous that Ignatius 
and the Pastoral Epistles know the double name Pontius Pilate, which we 


>? First Clement 13.1-7; on this, cf. Luke 6.31, 36-38; Matt 5.7; 6.12, 14; 7.1, 12; see 
further Pol. Phil. 2.3, and Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 2.91; 1 Clem. 46.7—8; cf. Mark 
14.21 and 9.42; Luke 17.1-2; Matt 26.24; 18.6-7; 1 Clem. 24.5; cf. Mark 4.3 parr.; see also 
the quotation of Isa 29.13 in 1 Clem. 24.5, which is related to Mark 7.6 (Matt 15.8). See 
Hagner 1973. 

2 See, e.g., Hartin 1991. Burchard 2000, 17—18: “Whoever puts a premium on the 
content of Jesus tradition . . . should reckon James among the sources of Jesus research” 
(18). On the dating, see note 22 in chapter 1. See also Hengel 2002, 511-48, which consid- 
ers the authenticity of the letter as anti-Pauline polemic. In that case its emergence would 
have to be located between 60 and 62 CE. 

>4 Ignatius, To the Ephesians 11.1 = Matt 3.7; Ign. Smyrn. 1.1 = Matt 3.15; Ign. Pol. 2.2 
= Matt 10.16; Ign. Eph. 14.2 = Matt 12.33; Pontius Pilatus: Ign. Magn. 11.1; Ign. Trall. 9.1; 
Pontius Pilatus, the tetrarch Herod (cf. Luke 3.1; 23.6ff.), and nailing: Ign. Smyrn. 1.1—2; 
appearance of the risen one: Ign. Smyrn. 3.1; cf. Luke 24.39-43 and Acts 1.4; 10.41. Pre- 
sumably he already knew—as the Pastoral Epistles also did—the Lukan work. 

> John 18.29-19.19; on the key word paotueetv, see 18.37. On this, see Stettler 
1998, 118-22. 
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only encounter elsewhere in Luke 3.1,°° Acts 4.27, and Matt 27.2, with it 
being possible that Matthew found the name in Luke. 

In the letters of the New Testament and of the Apostolic Fathers, traces 
of an oral stream of tradition become visible, more or less by chance, 
alongside the Gospels, before and after them, which can be documented 
far into the second century. It becomes increasingly mixed with traditions 
from the written Gospels and—as shown by the work of Papias around 
130 and the “apocryphal” Gospels, for example the Gospel of Thomas 
and the Gospel of Peter—gradually runs wild.°’ 


6.3 Extra-Christian Testimonies*® 


Due to the fact that for the Roman authorities primitive Christianity was 
initially a peculiar Jewish sect of enthusiasts from a remote province,” in 
which one only gradually smelled danger, it is understandable that it only 
appears at the margins in the Jewish and pagan Greco-Roman sources of 
the first and second centuries CE that have been preserved for us. There 
were other things to talk about. Nevertheless, a comparison with other 
personalities of the ancient world, which have left no written testimo- 
nies of their own, shows that the historicity of Jesus is astonishingly well 
attested. If ever since the radical tendency criticism of the previous cen- 
tury, for example in the work of Bruno Bauer and extending to Augstein’s 
Jesus-Menschensohn,® the historicity of Jesus has time and again been 


© There, as in Ign. Smyrn. 1.1-2, together with the tetrarch Herod. On the latter, see 
Luke 3.19; 9.7; Acts 13.1; and (taken over from Luke) Matt 14.1. 

>” On this, see Hengel 2008c, 103-34, 197-238 (ET = 2000b, 57-73, 116-41). On the 
Gospel of Thomas, see Schroter 1997. 

°8 On the Testimonium Flavianum, see Eisler 1929/1930; Feldman 1965, 48-49; 
Schneemelcher 1991/1992, I: 436-37 (GV = 1990, 387-88); Bammel 1986, 186ff. (with 
only three small changes); Feldman 1984, 679-703, 951-52; Theissen/Merz 1998, 64—74 
(GV = 1997, 74-82); Bardet 2002; Mason 2017. On the other witnesses, see Aufhauser 
1925; Windisch 1929/1930; Klausner 1945, 17-70; Theissen/Merz 1998, 63-91 (GV = 
1997, 73-99); Hengel 2002, 418-26; Hengel 2004c. 

>? In Judaea the Romans rightly regarded them as not dangerous politically. For this 
reason Pilate and his successors did not persecute them, in contrast to the Sadducean lead- 
ers of the people. It is only at the beginning of the second century that we hear of Roman 
authorities persecuting Christians in Judaea; see Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.32.1—3, according 
to Hegesippus: the martyrdom of Bishop Simeon of Jerusalem under a Proconsul Atticus, 
who was in office in Judaea ca. 99/100—102/103 CE; cf. Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 516. Eliezer 
ben Hyrcanus is said to have been summoned before the Roman authorities around 90 CE 
because he was suspected of being a Jewish Christian. See note 102 below. 

© On Augstein 1971 (ET = 1977), see Hengel 1972a (= 2007b, 306-15), and on the 
revised edition (Augstein 1999), see Hengel 2001b (= 2007b, 316-22). Augstein consider- 
ably softens his thesis in the revised edition. 
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entirely or halfheartedly doubted, then this indicates only a complete lack 
of historical-critical thinking. In the controversy about Jesus some like to 
claim that we possess, after all, only Christian—i.e., thoroughly tenden- 
tious and therefore unreliable—witnesses. This overlooks the fact that in 
the first 150 years of Christianity®' there are, by ancient standards, a con- 
siderable number of very diverse non-Christian witnesses. John Bowden’s 
judgment “that their information could easily be written on a postcard and 
they do not tell us anything of substantial interest” is thus somewhat too 
one-sided. 

In his Jewish Antiquities (lovdaixzt), Geyatohoyia), whose twenty 
books reach from the creation of the world (Gen 1.1) to the time right 
before the outbreak of the Jewish War, the Jewish historian, Jerusalem 
priest, and imperial freedman Josephus®? mentions the person of Jesus 
twice. In the last book, Ant. 20.200, he gives an account of the execution 
of James, the brother “of the so-called Christ.” The high priest Annas II 
(the son of the Annas of the passion story) is said to have had James, 
together with a larger number of Jewish Christians, condemned to death 
by stoning as “lawbreakers.’® With the neutral formula Josephus refers 
back to his earlier mention of Jesus in the context of his presentation of the 
activity of Pilate, the Testimonium Flavianum,® which is admittedly con- 
troversial, since it has been regarded it as a forgery. Today, after detailed 
linguistic analyses, there is a tendency to accept that an originally rather 
negative characterization of Jesus in Josephus was changed by a Christian 
scribe into a positive one through a light retouching of the passage, which 
means that the fundamental content is authentic. Attempts have repeat- 
edly been made to reconstruct the original form by means of few changes. 
For example, this has now been attempted again by Gerd Theissen, fol- 
lowing W. Bienert and R. Eisler. The originality of such a note about 
Jesus in Josephus is supported by a number of arguments. Above all, this 
view is supported by the fact that Josephus’ report about Jesus,*’ reflect- 
ing a historically accurate placement, follows two reports about Jewish 
unrests at the time of Pilate.® In this way Jesus appears as an instigator 


6! On the comparable time frame, see section 6.1. 

° Bowden 1988. 

63 On his person and work, see chapter 3. 

64 Ca. 62 CE; Hengel 2002, 551ff.; cf. section 3.1.5. 

6° Josephus, Ant. 18.63—64. 

66 See section 3.1.3 with note 232. Cf. also Van Voorst 2001, 103-4. 

°” Antiquities 18.63-64. 

68 Antiquities 18.5562: the Roman standards with medallion busts of the emperor at 
the entrance of the cohorts into the Antonia and the use of the temple treasure for the resto- 
ration of the water system of Jerusalem. This is followed by religious deceptions by priests 
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of unrest. Beyond this, the Christian “corrections” can be easily removed. 
R. Eisler postulates that an originally negative codtotiys ve was turned 
into a Ooddc GVO, and an amnycyeto, “he led astray,” was changed into 
a positive émnycyeto. Josephus is said to have portrayed Jesus originally 
as a misleader of the people. Other formulations remained unchanged, 
such as the reference to his “extraordinary deeds” (maedadoEa éeya), his 
activity as a teacher (OtddoxuaAoc &vOOEWMMWV), and especially the deci- 
sive statement “and when Pilate had condemned him to crucifixion at the 
accusation of our leaders, his earlier followers did not cease.” Something 
similar holds true for the concluding sentence: “Until today this tribe (to 
ovAOv) of Christianoi has not ceased to exist.” The agreement with the 
style of Josephus supports the authenticity of this basic content. The fact 
that Josephus says only a little about Jesus and the Christians is not sur- 
prising. He is also silent about the Essene Teacher of Righteousness and 
about the most famous early Pharisaic teachers, Simeon ben Shetach, Hil- 
lel, Shammai, and Yohanan ben Zakkai.” 

Around 116/117 CE Tacitus” describes, with deep contempt for their 
“baleful superstition,” the persecution of the “Chrestiani” by Nero in Rome 
in 64 CE. In this context he also discusses the founder of this superstition. 


The source of the name was Christus, on whom, during the command 
of Tiberius, reprisal had been inflicted by the procurator Pontius Pila- 
tus; and though the baleful superstition had been stifled for the moment, 
there was now another outbreak, not only across Judaea, the origin of 
the malignancy, but also across the City, where everything frightful or 
shameful, of whatever provenance, converges and is celebrated.” 


Tacitus, as a Roman proconsul under Trajan (112 CE) in the province of 
Asia, presumably got to know Christians and conducted trials against 


of Isis and two Jews in Rome (18.65ff.) with the crucifixion of the guilty (18.79) and the 
unrests in Samaria, which led to the removal of Pilate (18.85-87). 

© He mentions only a leading Pharisee Sameas from the early time of Herod 
(Ant. 14.172-176) and his student Pollion (15.3—4, 370; see section 3.1.1 with notes 54 
and 147). Gamaliel, the most famous scribe in the second fourth of the first century and 
teacher of Paul (Acts 22.3; cf. 5.34), is also mentioned only as the father of his son Simeon 
(J.W. 4.159 and Life 190). Josephus says nothing about his importance. On this, see note 
152 in chapter 4. 

nn Tacitus, Ann. 15.44 (trans. Woodman 2004, 325). 

™ Tacitus, Ann. 15.44.3 (trans. Woodman 2004, 325): Auctor nominis eius Christus 
Tiberio imperitante per procuratorem Pontium Pilatum supplicio adfectus erat; repres- 
saque in praesens exitiabilis superstitio rursum erumpebat, non modo per Iudaeam, origi- 
nem eius mali, sed per urbem etiam, quo cuncta undique atrocia aut pudenda confluent 
celebranturque. 
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them. He regards them as “criminals who deserve the ultimate exem- 
plary treatment.”” At about the same time, his friend Pliny the Younger 
in Bithynia/Pontus also persecuted the Christians there. Like Josephus, 
Tacitus presupposes the reality of the execution of Jesus as a given, and 
he knows that it took place in Judaea under the procurator Pontius Pilate. 
Unfortunately, in the Annals we are missing not only books 7-10, the time 
from the death of Tiberius (March 16, 37 CE) until the middle of the reign 
of Claudius (until ca. 47 CE), but also the majority of the fifth book, on 
the years from 29 CE to the autumn of 31 CE. It is possible that Tacitus 
had provided a brief report about the death of Jesus and perhaps also about 
the Christians there and that this report was so negative that these parts 
of his work were not handed down. According to Sulpicius Severus, who 
used as a source the Histories, which have been lost with the exception of 
books 1-5, Titus is said to have advocated the destruction of the temple in 
the council of war, because in this way with the Jews the Christians would 
also be eradicated.” 

Shortly before, ca. 110/111 CE, Pliny the Younger wrote the famous 
Letter to Trajan.”* He does not discuss the origin of the sect but stresses 
only that in the interrogations in the trials of Christians he had learned 
that they assembled before dawn on a certain day in order to sing hymns 
to Christ as to a god.” He himself demanded from the offenders that they 
sacrifice to the gods and curse this Christ.” In the letter it is presupposed 
as a given that the emperor knows who this Christ was. The cursing of 
this crucified criminal corresponded to the national interest and was also 
a sign that the offender had broken with this “depraved and extravagant 
superstition.””” 

A short time after Tacitus, Suetonius’? also mentions the Neronian 
persecution of Christians, but he does not speak about the founder of 


ie Tacitus, Ann. 15.44.5 (trans. Woodman 2004, 326): sontes et novissima exempla 
meritos. Cf. Schwemer 2001c, 134 ff. 

a Sulpicius Severus, Chronica 2.30.6—7; on this, see Stern 1976-1984, II: 64ff. with 
commentary. Here the question is whether the reference to the Christians goes back to Taci- 
tus or was added by the Christian author. The latter need not necessarily be the case. After 
all, the Christians later regarded the destruction of the temple more as something positive 
than as punishment for the Jews. On this, cf. Hengel 2002, 418ff. 

74 Pliny the Younger, Ep. 10.96. For the Latin text with an English translation and 
commentary, see Williams 1990. Cf. also Walsh 2006. 

1 Pliny the Younger, Ep. 10.96.7: carmenque Christo quasi deo dicere. 

7 Pliny the Younger, Ep. 10.96.5: maledicerent Christo; Bar Kokhba requires the 
same thing from the Jewish Christians in Justin, / Apol. 31.6. 

77 Pliny the younger, Ep. 10.96.8 (trans. Williams 1990, 71): superstitionem pravam, 
immodicam. 

a Suetonius, Nero 16.3. 
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“this new and dangerous superstition.”’? However, it is very likely that he 
already mentioned him previously in his account of Claudius. Claudius 
is said to have expelled the Jews, who fomented constant unrests at the 
instigation of a certain Chrestus.*° Since Christ was an unintelligible name 
for Greek ears,®' Greek hearers understood it—because of the itacism in 
which to was pronounced as i@ta—in the sense of Chréstus,*? a popular 
slave name. In Ann. 15.44.2, Tacitus therefore writes Chrestiani.*® Tertul- 
lian, Apol. 3.5, also confirms this misinterpretation. Suetonius’ note about 
Claudius probably alludes to unrests in the Jewish synagogue communities 
in Rome around 47/49 CE, which were caused by the penetration of the 
message about Christ and, as Luke testifies in Acts 18.2, led to the expul- 
sion of the troublemakers. All these reports also present us with the histori- 
cal basic problem of Christology. How could a Jewish criminal who was 
executed on a cross become a god? How did this “skandalon’’™ for Jews, 
Greeks, and Romans come to be? 

In the middle of the second century, we learn from the pen of Lucian 
about the “sophist” crucified in Palestine and the laws given by him, 
while on multiple occasions the physician Galen juxtaposes Moses and 
Christ as teachers, who both demand faith for their teachings. Beyond 
this, he stresses the ethical life and the Christians’ despising of death.*° 
Both here and there we encounter Christ as an authoritative teacher. An 
earlier witness is that of Epictetus (ca. 50-130), who, in his Diatribes 


7? Suetonius, Nero 16.3 (trans. Edwards 2000, 203): superstitio nova ac malefica. 
Maleficus can also mean magical. 

8° Suetonius, Claud. 25.3, cf. Acts 18.2; on this, see in detail Riesner 1994, 139-80, 
and Botermann 1996. 

5! Tn Greek outside of the Septuagint and related texts the verbal adjective was known 
in the sense of “spreadable, spread on, rubbed with ointment” or the substantive in the neu- 
ter “ointment, tool for spreading.” Grundmann 1973, 485 (ET = 1974, 495); cf. LSJ, 2007; 
see also 1170: vedyeLotoc/ov, “newly plastered.” It was completely unknown as a desig- 
nation of a person in the sense of “the anointed one.” On this, see note 34 in chapter 22. 

8? “The good one, the useful one, the upright one.” 

83 Tacitus, Ann. 15.44.2; perhaps with light irony: the people called those who were 
hated on account of crimes (propter flagitia invisos) Chrestiani, i.e., “followers of an 
upright one.’ On the title and name Christ, see Hengel 2002, 240-61; on the “Christianoi,” 
see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 340-51 (ET = 1997, 225-30). 

8 Cf. 1 Cor 1.23; cf. Gal 5.11; 6.12; Phil 3.18-19. 

8° Lucian, Peregr. 11-13, 16. Presumably he also alludes to the passion story in the 
portrayal of the suicide of Peregrinus Proteus in Olympia (167 CE). Peregrinus himself 
became a Christian and community leader for a time in Palestine and Syria, interpreted the 
books of the Christians (this probably especially means the Gospels), and let himself be 
cared for by them in prison. By contrast, Alexander the False Prophet designates the Chris- 
tians as @O¢eot (Lucian, Alex. 25.38). Lucian also appears to know of Christian miracles in 
his Philopseudes. 

86 Den Boer 1965, 12; Walzer 1949; Hengel 2004c, 101-2. 
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mediated through Arrian, speaks of the “Galileans,’ among whom mad- 
ness or custom rather than reason effects freedom from the fear of death. 
This indicates that he knew that the Christians went back to a Galilean and 
his Galilean disciples.*’ According to Origen, Cels. 4.51, the philosopher 
Numenius (second half of the second century CE), who had an interest, 
among other things, in Jewish traditions and the Septuagint, also recounted 
and allegorically interpreted a story about Jesus, though without mention- 
ing Jesus’ name. Finally, scholarship has given far too little consideration 
to the real or fictive Jewish authority of Celsus® in his writing against the 
Christians around 170 CE. He not only knows all the Gospels, but also 
presupposes something like a Jewish “anti-Gospel,” which knows of the 
divorcing of Jesus’ mother because of adultery with the soldier Panthera,”” 
presents Jesus as a robber captain, and recounts his magical arts, which he 
is said to have learned in Egypt. We are dealing here with traditions whose 
first traces are intimated in Matthew”! and which we encounter much later 
in fancifully developed form in the Toledot Yeshu.”” These diverse non- 
Christian splinters of information already point to some fundamental basic 
lines. Even if we possessed only these, they could take up several columns 
in an encyclopedia such as Pauly-Wissowa. 

Another, less-known witness is the letter of Mara bar Serapion, which 
is preserved in Syriac. To be sure, it can scarcely be dated before the sec- 
ond half of the second century CE, since no earlier Syriac literature can be 
documented.” If it is based on a Greek text, then it could be older. In it the 
author writes to his son—presumably in connection with the suffering of 
the population of Samosata when the Commagane was occupied by Ves- 
pasian in 72 CE—and mentions the Jews, who suffered devastation and 
expulsion because they killed their wise king, just as the Athenians were 
punished for the death of Socrates. Socrates is said to have continued to 


87 Epictetus, Diatr. 4.7.6; Hengel 2004c, 106ff. On the pavia, cf. Justin, 7 Apol. 13.4, 
and the accusations of amentia in Pliny the Younger, Ep. 10.96.4, and the wiAr) maedtagic 
in Marcus Aurelius 11.32. On the “Galileans,” see Mark 14.70 = Luke 22.59 = Matt 26.69; 
cf. Luke 23.6; Matt 26.71; Acts 1.11; 2.7; see also section 11.1. 

88 Cf, Bammel 1986, 265-83; on Celsus and the Jesus tradition, see Cook 2000, 26-31. 

8° The Jew Trypho also knows of the teachings of the Christians about Jesus. Indeed, 
he has read the Gospel of Matthew (and here especially the Sermon on the Mount) (Justin, 
Dial. 10.2) and is impressed by its rigorous, unfulfillable demands. 

a0 Origen, Cels. 1.32—33, 69. For further attestations, see note 53 in chapter 8. 

°! Matthew 2.15; 28.11-15; cf. also Tertullian, Spect. 30.5-6. 

ae Origenes, Cels. 1.28—2.79; on this, see Bader 1940, 52-84. Horbury 1998b, 162-75; 
see now the fundamental study of Cook 2000, 17-102. On the Toledot Yeshu, see Krauss 
1977 [1902]; Schlichting 1982. On Jesus in Talmudic literature, see below. 

dad | begins only with Tatian’s Diatessaron and Bardaisan; see Baumstark 1922; Brock 
2012 (GV = 2004). 
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live through Plato and “the wise king of the Jews because of the new law 
that he gave.” The letter is written by a Stoic who has a positive stance 
toward Christianity.” 

According to the Christian polymath and chronographer Julius Afri- 
canus, the librarian of the emperor Alexander Severus, the Samaritan (?) 
freedman of Tiberius, Thallos, in his history of the world, is said to have 
explained the darkness at the crucifixion of Jesus, which was effected by 
a miracle, in a natural way as a solar eclipse. Since this identification is 
based on a conjecture in Josephus, however, it is scarcely viable.”” Phlegon 
of Tralles, a historian and freedman of Hadrian (117-138 CE) with an 
interest in miracle stories, presumably identified this darkness with the 
eclipse that took place on November 24, 29 CE, i.e., in the fifteenth year 
of Tiberius. Moreover, according to Origen, he appears—in a confused 
way—to have recounted fulfilled predictions of Jesus about Peter (or of 
Peter),”° while a generation later Celsus recounts only the miracles of Jesus 
and ascribes them to his magical arts. Phlegon could thus be the first pagan 
who had knowledge of statements of the Gospels. His contemporary, the 
famous rhetorician M. Cornelius Fronto, the tutor of Marcus Aurelius, also 
proceeded with hideous accusations against the Christians and in doing so 
probably included their founder.”’ 


*4 Cureton 1855, 43; Aufhauser 1925, 2.5—11; cf. Theissen/Merz 1998, 76-79 (GV = 
1997, 84-86), who date the letter too early. Cf. now also Merz/Tieleman 2012. The expul- 
sion of the Jews from their home could also refer to the consequences of the Bar Kokhba 
revolt in 132—136 CE. The “new law” points to Matthew and the apologists. Theissen/Merz 
1998, 79 (GV = 1997, 85), rightly stress a “clear external perspective in his assessment of 
Jesus and Christianity” (authors’ emphasis). 

°° RGrH 256 F 1 = Mosshammer 1984, 391, and Josephus, Ant. 18.167: conjecture 
Hudson @dAdog instead of GAAoc Lapaoetc, affirmed by Windisch 1929/1930, 285ff.; 
Theissen/Merz 1998, 84 (GV = 1997, 91). By contrast, the commentary of Jacoby (FGrH, 
pp. 635ff.) is rightly critical of this conjecture. According to Origen, Cels. 2.33, 59, and 
others (see FGrH 257, F 16), the solar eclipse was also reported by Phlegon, who probably 
knew Luke 23.44. On this, see Hengel 2004c, 110-15. 

°© Cels. 2.14 = FGrH 257, F 15d: “In the thirteenth or fourteenth book of Chroni- 
cles .. . he allowed Christ the foreknowledge (mo6yvwotv) about certain future events; 
he admittedly confused (ovyyuOeic) things that concerned Peter with such that related to 
Christ, but he attests that the word spoken by Jesus literally came to pass.” It is presum- 
ably the earliest reference of a pagan author to a text of the Gospels; cf. Mark 8.31ff.; 
Mark 14.29-30; John 13.36ff.; 21.18ff. According to Photius, Bibl. 97.1—5 (FGrH 257 T 3), 
he was a dreadful hack writer who was primarily interested in sensational oracles. In his 
milieu the Gospels could also attract attention. It is possible that he reported about the pas- 
sion of Jesus or the martyrdom of Peter. On this, see Hengel 2004c, 110-15. 

°” Minucius Felix, Oct. 9.6; 31.2 (Fronto was born roughly between 100 and 110 CE 
in African Cirta). The first Christian philosophers of religion and apologists arose at the 
same time and bore witness to the interest of the educated in the new religion. The polemi- 
cal writing of Celsus was probably an answer to them. 


The Sources 223 


A completely different category are the relatively numerous— 
admittedly not uncontroversial and sometimes garbled in the details 
—Talmudic witnesses to Jesus, whose oldest tradition could likewise 
reach back to the end of the first or the beginning of the second century 
CE.** We mention just the most important examples. They are all under- 
standably bluntly anti-Christian. Jesus appears as an “unperson,’ whose 
name one readily expresses with other words. As the authority of Celsus 
claimed, he is said to be the illegitimate son of Mary, with his father being 
a certain Panthera.” According to an old tradition (Baraita) from the Baby- 
lonian Talmud,'® “Jesus, the ndsri,'°' was condemned by a Jewish court 
and stoned and hanged on the eve of the Passover festival . . . for practic- 
ing magic and for deceiving and leading astray Israel.” Five disciples of 
Jesus, Matthai, Naqaj, Neser, Buni, and Thoda, are also said to have been 
executed. The famous and idiosyncratic early rabbinic teacher Eliezer ben 
Hyrcanus is said to have been accused of being a Jewish Christian by the 
Roman authority around 90 CE, since he had positive contact with Jew- 
ish Christians earlier, especially with a Jacob of Sikhnin,’” and, among 
other things, positively evaluated an interpretation of the law of Jesus 
ben Panthera.!°? From a somewhat later time, around 100 CE, comes the 
report that a famous rabbi preferred to let his nephew, who had been bitten 
by a snake, die than to allow a (different?) charismatic Jewish Christian, 
Jacob of Kefar Sama, heal the wounded one in the name of “Jesus ben 


°8 Strack 1910; Klausner 1945, 17-54. By contrast, J. Maier 1978a judges negatively 
and thus apologetically and without genuine historical understanding of these singu- 
lar texts. See now the fundamental study of Schafer 2007. See in greater detail Hengel/ 
Schwemer 2019. 

°° See the previous discussion in this section and section 8.3 on the family of Jesus. 
On the name Panthera, see also Celsus (see note 90 above) and notes 52—53 in section 8.3. 

'00 bh, Sanh. 43a; Strack 1910, 18* § la and 43-44* § 13. On this, see Schafer 2007, 
63-74. 

101 Nésrim was the conventional Jewish designation for Christians, derived from 
Jesus’ place of origin, Nazareth. Schaeder 1967 (GV = 1942). See section 8.2. 

102 Klausner 1945, 40-42, postulates here (wrongly) James, the brother of the Lord; 
however, the concern could be with a later relative of the Lord. Hegesippus mentions a 
James as Jesus’ great nephew and grandson of Jesus’ brother Judas (according to a frag- 
ment from the church history of Philip of Side; text in Preuschen 1905, 111, line 17), who, 
due to his testimony before Domitian together with his brother Zoker, was highly regarded 
among the Jewish Christians in Galilee. Cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.20.1—6; 3.32.5—-6. See 
the end of section 8.3 on Jesus’ family. 

aed a Hul. 2.24; b. Avod. Zar. 17a; Strack 1910, 23—24* § 4. According to the Babli, 
this Jacob introduces the Jesus halakah with the formula “Thus Jesus the nésri (Tosefta: 
ben Panteri) taught me.” The event is said to have taken place at the upper marketplace in 
Sepphoris. 
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Panthera.”'** The—wiser—wife of Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, Imma Shalom, 
the sister of R. Gamaliel II, who between 90 and 110 CE was the highest 
scribal authority and head of the academy of Yavneh, is said, together with 
her brother, to have convicted a (Jewish Christian) “philosopher,” who 
appealed to Matt 5.17, of accepting bribes.'°° While these narratives about 
well-known early rabbinic teachers may be legendary in character, they 
nevertheless give us, starting from a bitter enmity, insight into the some- 
times initially still ambivalent relationship of individual Tannaitic teachers 
to Jewish Christianity and to Jesus himself. 

These chance, predominantly polemical extra-Christian reports about 
Jesus and early Christianity in themselves already make certain the his- 
toricity of Jesus. He appears as a controversial Jewish teacher who was 
executed by Pontius Pilate for crimes against the Roman state or as a false 
prophet and deceiver and who founded a publicly dangerous sect that was 
well-known to all sides. The polemic—which is still heard today—that the 
Jesus tradition involves falsifications of earlier Christian circles already 
founders on the diverse character of these non-Christian traditions, 
which were originally more abundant but have largely been lost because 
they were not handed down by Christians. This applies, for example, also 
to the imperial decrees against Christians.'°° We must consider how little 
interest the ancient world initially had in the events in remote Galilee or 
Judaea. Moreover, we must remember that for more than two hundred years 
intellectual circles readily kept silent about the existence of Christians. 
This also applies to the Talmudic tradition. The most important author of a 
Roman history in Greek, Cassius Dio (ca. 200—230), also never mentions 
the Christians, who already played a large role in his time, but alludes 
to them only indirectly. Thus when, in a speech of Maecenas, he has the 
emperor Augustus give the exhortation to proceed violently against sub- 
versive new deities.'°’ But such phenomena are often encountered in the 
ancient world. The founder of the Jewish freedom movement, Judas the 
Galilean, is mentioned only by Josephus and Acts and not at all in the other 
ancient and Talmudic texts. The preserved Roman sources are also silent 
about the Jewish leader in the revolt of 132—136 CE, who unsettled the 


104+ Hul. 2.2223; Strack 1910, 21* § 3; cf. y. Sabb. 14.4; Strack 1910, 45* § 19. 

''b, Sabb. 116a/b; Strack 1910 19*ff. § 2. 

nas According to Lactantius, /nst. 5.11.19, Domitius Ulpianus collected the rescripta 
principum nefaria against the Christians at the beginning of the third century CE in the 
seventh book of his work De officio proconsulis. 

'07 Cassius Dio, Historia Romana 52.36.1—3: He should force (&vayxate) his sub- 
jects to revere the “divine power (tO Ogtov) according to the ancestral tradition” and to 
fend off the spread “of new divinities” (xatvad tivo, SatWwOvLa), since these threatened the 
State. 
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Roman Empire for more than three years. We know his name, Simon bar 
Kosiba or Kokhba, only from Christian (Justin and Eusebius) and Talmu- 
dic sources, from coins of the revolt, and now through original documents 
from the discoveries of scrolls in the wilderness of Judaea.'°’ We must 
view the scattered early pagan and Jewish reports about Jesus against the 
background of the situation of our sources, which are fragmentary and 
accidental as is commonly the case for ancient history. The situation with 
regard to the Galilean craftsman from Nazareth and his movement is 
astonishingly good. 


6.4 The Synoptic Gospels'” 


If then the attestation of Jesus and the Christians is not so bad by ancient 
standards, then the question of the trustworthiness of our main sources 
remains. Can one with a good conscience still call the Synoptic Gospels 
reliable texts? Here too D. F. Strauss, allegedly in the interest of a “purely 
historical consideration . . . of the primitive history of Christianity,” raises 
his critical voice. In 1872, two years before his death, he writes in his con- 
cluding “confession”: 


No modern theologian, who is also a scholar, now considers any of the 
four Gospels to be the work of its pretended author, or in fact to be by an 
apostle or the colleague of an apostle. The first three Gospels, as well as 
the Acts, pass for doctrinal compilations of the beginning of the second 
century after Christ, the fourth, since Baur’s epoch-making investiga- 
tion, as a dogmatising composition of the middle of the same century." 


However, this self-confidence of the radical Tiibingen school and its cer- 
tainty of victory were unfounded. It had fundamentally missed the mark 
about the time of emergence of the four Gospels, which is located between 
ca. 70 and 100/110 CE, 1.e., only ca. forty-seventy/eighty years after the 
activity of Jesus. And scholars such as A. Ritschl, H. J. Holtzmann, A. 
von Harnack, M. Dibelius, and H. Lietzmann, who had for quite some time 
no longer thought in such a radical manner as the Tiibingen scholars—to 
say nothing of Bishop J. B. Lightfoot, T. Zahn, and A. Schlatter—can 


108 Schiifer 1981; Mildenberg 1984; Hengel 1996a, 344-50 and 379-91. 

109 Kiimmel 1975 (GV = 1983); Vielhauer 1975; Hengel 1983b (ET = 1985b, 31-63); 
1984a; 1984b (all three studies can be found together in 2007b, 430-567, and in English 
translation in 1985b); 1987c (= 1999b, 219-92); 2008c (ET = 2000b); Schnelle 2002 (ET 
= 1998). 

10 Strauss 1873, 46 (GV = 1872, 41). Cf. by contrast the judgment of Justin, Dial. 
103.8. 
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hardly be denied their scholarly status. Precisely on this decisive point, the 
question of dating and authorship, hypercriticism has come to a dead end. 
The two earliest Gospels, the Gospel according to Mark and the Gospel 
according to Luke, which are not yet ascribed to apostles, stem, in our 
view, from the authors whose names they bear. In the second century, they 
would have been ascribed to apostolic authors, 1.e., to a Peter and a Paul. 
Non-apostolic authors of Gospels had become impossible after Matthew 
and John, for which reason the pseudepigrapha then accumulate. 

Despite its late dating of the Gospels in general, the Baur school, in 
accord with early church tradition, maintained the priority of Matthew, 
which toward the end of the nineteenth century was advocated almost only 
by very conservative scholars such as T. Zahn and A. Schlatter and which 
has hardly any supporters today. It is generally acknowledged that Mark is 
the oldest Gospel and Luke and Matthew are literarily dependent upon it 
to a considerable extent. Also John presupposes at least Mark and Luke." 
In all the individual questions, however, there is an unbroken diversity 
of opinions also in the present. This applies both to the question of the 
authors, their background and dating, and—apart from the use of the Gos- 
pel of Mark—to their sources, their relation to Judaism, and their theologi- 
cal placement in general. In what follows, we can attempt only to present 
and ground our own view. 


6.4.1 Mark 


Mark undisputedly stands in the first position today. It arose in the uncer- 
tain time of the civil war, shortly before the overthrow of Jerusalem by 
Titus in August/September 70 CE. Jerusalem was not yet destroyed. Its 
destruction was admittedly expected, though not by the Romans but by 
the Antichrist (cf. Mark 13.14), who was identified with Nero redivi- 
vus; with him begins the last eschatological tribulation before the par- 
ousia of the Son of Man.''* Josephus attests that in the outbreak of the 


"Il On the Gospels’ titles and their authors, see Hengel 1984b (ET = 1985b, 64-84); 
Hengel 2008c (ET = 2000b). Time and again there are of course attempts by scholars to 
rehash the old theses of Baur. They have not, however, been able to stand up. On the much- 
discussed Synoptic problem, see the more recent introductions to the New Testament, for 
example, Jiilicher/Fascher 1931, 274-370; Kiimmel 1975, 38-151 (GV = 1983, 13-120); 
Vielhauer 1975, 263-80; Holladay 2005, 41-268: a thorough presentation of the whole 
problem. Cf. also Goodacre 2002. For the relationship between John and the Synoptics, 
cf. Frey 2013. 

"2 Mark 13.14-23; see Hengel 1984a, 21-43 (ET = 1985b, 13-28). Nero was mur- 
dered on June 19, 68 CE. This marked the beginning of the Roman civil war, which lasted 
for more than eighteen months. On the Nero redivivus motif and the Antichrist motif, see 
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Jewish revolt “many, foreseeing the impending disasters, made open 
lamentations. . . . In short, the city before the coming of the Romans 
wore the appearance of a place doomed to destruction.”''? The numer- 
ous Latinisms''*—which are conspicuous in a Greek writing and only 
comparable with the Shepherd of Hermas—as well as the complete 
ignorance of the true military proceedings in Judaea between 66 and 
70 CE point to an origination in Rome, where people were no longer 
well informed about the true events in the rebellious province, espe- 
cially after the outbreak of the civil war in 68 and in the year of the three 
emperors in 69.''° The origin in Rome is indirectly attested by Ireneaus 
in his report on the Gospels, which is composed from a Roman perspec- 
tive and probably came from the archive of the Roman community. He 
is materially correct in his emphasis that the Gospel arose only after the 
death of Peter and Paul, who died in connection with the Neronic perse- 
cution in 64/65 CE."'° A little later the Roman origin is attested expres- 
sis verbis by Clement of Alexandria and the earliest Gospel prologue.!"” 
It is very likely that we owe to this Gospel the title “Gospel according 
to” (Evayyéduov “até) plus author name, which became common for 
the four canonical Gospels and for later apocryphal Gospels and which 
represents an absolute novum. The impetus for this uncommon book title 
was given by Mark 1.1, “Beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ” (Aoyt} 
tod evayyedkiov Inoot Xo.otob) and the seven redactional occur- 
rences of the word “gospel” in the work. Mark 1.1 and especially 14.9 
show that proclamation of the gospel and narration of the story of Jesus 
are identical for the evangelist. Since three of the Gospels—Mark, Mat- 
thew, and John''*’—were written especially for the reading in the worship 
service, they required (like the books of the Septuagint) a title from the 
moment of their circulation in the communities, for the hearers had to 


Jenks 1991, though he places the Nero redivivus motif too late and the deutero-Pauline text 
2 Thess 2.1-17 too early. Mark 13 and this text supplement each other. 

"3 Josephus, J.W. 2.649-650 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 571); cf. Mark 13.1-2. 
Cf. the flight of the Christians to Pella due to a prophetic saying (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.5.3). 

4 Dschulnigg 1986, 265-68; Hengel 1984a, 43ff. (ET = 1985b, 28ff.); 1969 (= 
2007b, 177-93); 2008c, 141-42 (ET = 2000b, 78-79, 258-59). 

'15 A few years later Luke is much better informed. 

nS Irenaeus, Haer. 3.1.1. Thornton 1991, 10—54. On the death of Peter and Paul, see 
1 Clem. 5; Dionysius of Corinth according to Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.25.8, and Tertullian, 
Scorp. 15.3. On this, see Lietzmann 1927; Hengel 2008c, 120ff., 141-96 (ET = 2000b, 
65ff., 78-115); Hengel 2010a (GV = 2006b), index, s.v. “martyr/martyrdom.” 

"7 Busebius, Hist. eccl. 2.15.1—-2, and with some divergences Hist. eccl. 6.14.5-7, 
from the lost Hypotyposes. 

18 Only Luke, as the prologue shows, is a special case. On this, see Hengel 2012b 
(GV = 2007a). 
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be told, after all, which writing was being read. If the Gospels had been 
circulated anonymously, then—as is the case with many apocrypha—a 
variety of titles would have necessarily arisen, for in the communities 
they would have received different titles ad hoc. The Gospel titles, how- 
ever, are completely unified in their attestation in the early period from 
the second to the fourth century CE. We find the title with John (and, in 
addition, once with Luke) on the two Bodmer papyri P® and P” around 
200. The Gospel titles of the Vetus Latina, the old Latin translation, also 
go back to the second century CE. For Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, 
and Tertullian toward the end of the second century CE, they are taken 
entirely as a given. This means, however, that the author specifications 
of all the Gospels have to be taken seriously and must be explained. We 
cannot dismiss them as secondary additions, for a later unified emer- 
gence cannot be sensibly explained.''® 

The author Mark was certainly not an anonymous Gentile Christian, 
as many people like to claim today, but a Greek- and Aramaic-speaking 
Jewish Christian from Palestine who is well informed about the land and 
its customs, especially about Jerusalem, and there is no adequate reason 
to doubt his identification with the John Mark of the book of Acts.'*° The 
same applies to the much-discussed note of Papias—who owes this to 
John the “elder” and whose content therefore reaches far into the first cen- 
tury CE—which says Mark was the interpreter of Peter, so that his Gospel 
is based upon Petrine tradition. This is wrongly rejected as an apologetic 
legend. The tradition is supported by the following reasons:"! 


1. In this note Mark is more criticized than defended as an author, for 
it is said that his Gospel does not possess the correct (chronologi- 
cal and thematic) order and is not based on eyewitness testimony 
but rather provides an unordered tradition at second hand. The stu- 
dent of John, Papias, probably measures the second Gospel by the 
standard of the fourth. Independently of the Papias note, we also 


'l On this, see Hengel 1984b (ET = 1985b, 64-84); Hengel 2008c, 141-84 (ET = 
2000b, 78-106). See also Mutschler 2006, 249-54, 264-65, 273-74, and 623 index, s.v. 
“Evangelientiberschrift.” Cf. now also Gathercole 2018. 

'0 Acts 12.12, 35; 15.37, 39; Phim 24; Col 4.10; 2 Tim 4.11; 1 Pet 5.13. Cf. Lietzmann 
1999, I: 35. See also Hengel 1983b, 244-45 (ET = 1985b, 50-53); Hengel 2008c, 143-45 
with notes 412—18 (ET = 2000b, 260-61 n. 324—30). The Gospel title shows Mark to be a 
well-known personality and authority. The community knew who he was. 

21 Hengel 1993a, 76-95 (ET = 1989a, 16-23); Hengel 2008c, 120-26 (ET = 2000b, 
65-68, 253-54 n. 274-84); Hengel 2010a, 12, 37-38, 46, 103 (GV = 2006b, 19, 60, 74, 
167). A different view is advocated—not very convincingly, to be sure—by Heckel 1999, 
219-65. See further Bauckham 2017, 202-39 (“Papias on Mark and Matthew’’). 
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encounter the student relation between Mark and Peter in 1 Pet 
5.13, a text that arose around 100 CE, likewise in Rome. 

2. In the Gospel Peter plays the dominant role as a disciple, in a very 
conspicuous way at the beginning, in the middle, and at the end, 1.e., 
his person fundamentally defines the thought-out structure of the 
work. In his relatively short Gospel, Mark mentions Peter twenty- 
five times, i.e., as often as Matthew, which is 70 percent longer 
and for which the authority of Peter is likewise important (Matt 
16.17-19). By contrast, John and James, the sons of Zebedee, are 
mentioned only ten times and almost always together with Peter. 
Moreover, Peter always stands at the head of the list of disciples 
and is, with one exception, the only one mentioned by name as a 
dialogue partner of Jesus among the disciples.'”* The inclusio con- 
nected with his name is unique. In 1.16 he is the first disciple, who 
is named immediately after the public appearance of Jesus (and 
he is mentioned twice for emphasis), and he is the last disciple 
mentioned in 16.7—in an unnecessary way. The angel commands 
the women: “tell his disciples and Peter.”!**> The name of Simon 
Peter is thus consciously placed at the beginning and the end. We 
regard this as a clear signature for the specification of the disciple 
to whom the author knows himself to be obligated.!** 

3. This knowledge of the authority of Peter, which lies behind the 
second Gospel, was also a reason for the fact that Luke, for whom 
Mark was the most important author among the “many” sources 
(Luke 1.1), and, after him, the unknown author of the Gospel of 
Matthew took over the outline of Mark for their “Jesus biogra- 
phies.” Here, the author of Matthew, a self-conscious theological 
teacher, let himself be guided by Mark in an astonishing way. He 
not only takes over—apart from a few rearrangements and certain 
shortenings—its structure and material but also about 80 percent 


122 Hengel 2008c, 148-50 (ET = 2000b, 83-84); Hengel 2010a, 25-26 (GV = 2006b, 
40-41). Only in Mark 9.38 does John address Jesus. On the lists of disciples, see Bauck- 
ham 2017, 93-113. 

'23 This point is not considered in the more recent commentaries and studies. It could 
additionally be an indirect reference to the first appearance to Peter, but only for those who 
knew about it. Mark himself gives no indication of this. On this, cf. now Bauckham 2017, 
155-82 (“The Petrine Perspective in Mark”). 

ce Hengel 2008c, 146-47 (ET = 2000b, 82). The second signature is the mysterious 
text of 14.51-52, which would be most intelligible if the author, Mark, referred to himself 
thereby. These two signatures cannot be explained from the Gospel. See the end of section 
20.4; 


230 Jesus and Judaism 


of its wording—and even with Luke it is about 65 percent.'*°? Mark 
is an authority for Matthew and Luke because it is based on Pet- 
rine tradition. 


The second Gospel, the first continuous narrative account of Jesus’ 
activity from the appearance of John the Baptist to the discovery of the 
empty tomb, was not written by an insignificant anonymous person but 
by a well-known teacher in the primitive church who possessed authority 
himself and could appeal to an even greater authority. Only in this way 
can its influence in the earliest time be explained, although it was then 
quickly displaced by the First Gospel in the second century, which pro- 
duced in more perfect form what the church needed and gave the appear- 
ance of being apostolic in origin with the title “The Gospel According to 
Matthew.” John, which was even somewhat later, also presupposes Mark. 
From now on the apostle-student Mark had to recede behind these Gospels, 
but the authority of Peter connected with him—which, in addition to the 
testimony of Papias, is attested in the second century also by Justin, Ire- 
naeus (or the Roman archive), and Clement of Alexandria'*°—prevented 
his Gospel, although it was almost entirely incorporated by Matthew, from 
being lost, as presumably occurred with the older sayings collection asso- 
ciated with the name of Matthew.'*’ Of the approximately twenty-eight 
pre-Constantinian Gospel fragments on papyrus in Nestle-Aland,'”® fif- 
teen contain John, eleven contain Matthew, and six contain Luke, whereas 
only two contain Mark, namely the composite codex (Sammelcodex) P* 
with all four Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles, along with P.Oxy 83 
5345. It seems like a miracle that Mark remained preserved. Apparently, in 
the course of the second century, the later Gospels of Matthew and John, 


'29 See Kiimmel 1975, 57 (GV = 1983, 30): “In sections common to Mt and/or Lk 
there are 10,650 words of Mark, 8,189 of which are in both other Gospels (7,040 in Lk and 
7,678 in Mt). In the material that is common to all three, Mt and Lk have extensive con- 
gruence with Mk” (following S. de Solages). According to the reckoning of Morgenthaler 
1958, the percentage of Mark in Matthew is even greater and the amount in Luke smaller: 
8,555 or 6,737 of 11,078. 

!26 Justin, Dial. 106.3; Irenaeus, Haer, 3.1.1; Clement of Alexandria apud Eusebius, 
Hist. eccl. 2.15.1—2 and 6.14.5ff., cf. 1 Pet 5.13. On the Roman archive, see Thornton 1991, 
29, 45, 48-55. 

!27 See notes 149 and 156 below. 

a NA?’, 684-90. Presumably, the large communties such as Rome, Ephesus, Antioch, 
and Alexandria already afforded themselves at any early date—i.e., already in the first 
decades of the second century—a collection of all four Gospels. Irenaeus presupposes it 
as a given, and it is already given in Justin with his GmOUVNLOVED LATA TOV AMOOTOAWYV 
(see J Apol. 66.3; 67.3; and especially Dial. 103.8; 106.1—-107.1 and elsewhere). 
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which were ascribed to apostles, were esteemed more highly than the ear- 
lier Gospels of the apostle-students Mark and Luke.'”? 

The error of the life-of-Jesus scholarship of the nineteenth century 
through to A. Schweitzer was that it believed that the dependence on Pet- 
rine tradition was a guarantee of “historical” reliability and that Mark 
contained a temporally sequential biographical narrative of Jesus’ activ- 
ity over the course of about one year. The “eyewitnesses,” which—as the 
prologue of Luke demonstrates'*’—certainly played a large role, were 
conceived of in a way that was too modern. However, as form criticism 
and redaction criticism have shown, Mark does not provide the kind of 
historical-biographical account that modern historians would wish for. 
Rather, he writes a kerygmatic biography of Jesus, i1.e., he narrates the 
story of Jesus as a preacher in a paradigmatic way as “gospel.” If he, as 
some like to ascribe to him, created a new literary genre, then it is this 
form of “kerygmatic biography.” The preaching character of his work finds 
expression in a structure that is, for theological reasons, configured dra- 
maturgically and determined by his Christology and the extent to which 
this structure is thought out extends even to its details. However, he does 
not write —as is often claimed today —religious fiction. Rather, he largely 
reworks “tradition” —one could also say, “memory” that is selected and 
shaped according to theological and missionary aspects—including in the 
so-called “redactional” summaries and framing pieces. For what reason- 
able exegete would want to doubt that Jesus first wandered through Gali- 
lee, preaching and healing; called fishermen at the Lake of Gennesaret; 
attracted crowds so that they followed him; disputed with scribes and 
Pharisees; taught the disciples whom he had called; and in the end was 
crucified in Jerusalem? The —rough— outline of his Gospel is accurate in 
substance. At the beginning stands the activity of the Baptist and Jesus’ 
baptism. This is followed by an activity of some length in Galilee with its 
center in Capernaum. Starting in chapter 5 he also sometimes crosses over 
into the Gentile area surrounding Galilee. Only with 10.1 do we then find 
him in Judaea and Peraea. With 11.1 the last week in Jerusalem begins, 
which, starting in chapter 14, culminates in the passion of Jesus. The pas- 
sion is his theological goal. One could say that Mark’s account becomes 
“gospel” in the strict sense only through the actual “passion story” in 
Mark 14.1—16.8. However, viewed geographically, he writes—which is 
correct historically—an overwhelmingly Galilean Gospel. The disciples 


'29 On the Wirkungsgeschichte of Matthew and John in the second century in compari- 
son with the other Gospels, see also Byrskog 2000; Massaux 1950; K6hler 1987; Hengel 
1993a (ET = 1989a); Hengel 2008c (ET = 2000b); and Nagel 2000. 

1307 uke 1.2; cf. 1 Cor 15.5 and Heb 2.3. On this, see Hengel 2012b (GV = 2007a). 
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also come from Galilee,'*' above all their speaker Simon Peter: “Truly, 
you belong to them, for you also are a Galilean.”’'** This is all the more 
conspicuous since Galilee no longer plays a role in the primitive Christian 
sources outside the Gospels. Luke and John already restrict its significance 
vis-a-vis Jerusalem, and Acts mentions it only three times, two of which 
look back to the Jesus movement.'*? It also has a very small significance in 
the pagan literature. Are we to believe that this geographically so uncom- 
monly structured account of Mark, which decisively influenced the later 
reports, has nothing to do with history? 

Furthermore, would it be naive to believe that Mark writes without 
any consciousness of the temporal distance from Jesus, without any “his- 
torical consciousness,” and only discusses the problems of his present? 
His understanding of “history” must not be measured by our modern, 
critical understanding. The temporal distance from the past Jesus event, 
which amounts, after all, to only ca. forty years—a manageable period 
of time—clearly emerges at numerous points.'** He knows that the situ- 
ation of Jesus and of his disciples in Galilee, as he presents it, was not 
simply identical with the situation of the communities that he wants to 
address in the critical time of the Jewish War and of the Roman civil war. 
Already for him the time of Jesus, which lay in the past and to which 
he consciously restricted himself, 1s unique and decisive. Salvation was 
grounded in it—and not in the threatening present.'*° He leads his hear- 
ers into the immediate present of the community with its difficult turbu- 
lences only at individual points, for example in Mark 2.20 and 9.1, in 
the compressed “church history” in 13.5-13, and in 14.9.'°° Moreover, it 
never becomes visible that he rejects other Christologies, let alone “her- 
esies.” We encounter this only in the later Matthew, when he warns against 


'31 An exception is perhaps Judas Iscariot (see note 144 in chapter 11 and section 19.2 
with note 49). 

'32 Mark 14.69-70. Matthew, who writes in geographical proximity of Galilee (see 
note 194 below), adds, with knowledge of the subject matter, “for your language betrays 
you” (Matt 26.73). Cf. Acts 1.11; 2.7; 10.37. On the geographical knowledge of Mark, 
which is often wrongly contested, see Lang 1978; Hengel 1983a, esp. note 19 (ET = 1983c, 
193 n. 19). See also section 8.1 on Galilee. We must not forget that maps were very rare at 
that time and the few that existed (for example, for the military) were not good. 

'33 Once in Acts 9.31 on the peace that the Christian Jews in Judaea, Galilee, and 
Samaria had around 36 CE before the persecution of Agrippa, and additionally in 10.37; 
13.31, where Luke emphasizes the Galilean origin. On the whole, see Hengel/Schwemer 
2019, 

134 See Roloff 1970, which is still fundamental, as well as Roloff 1969; Lemcio 1991. 
Cf. also Hengel 1984a (ET = 1985b, 1-30). 

'35 See the discussion of the term “Gospel” earlier in this section. 

136 See Hengel 1984a (ET = 1985b, 1-30). 
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false prophets,'*’ and even more strongly in the Johannine corpus.'** Mark 
wants to show to the communities in which his work is read aloud in the 
worship service (cf. 13.14) who Jesus really was (and is),'*? what their sal- 
vation is based upon,'“° and which consequences are to be drawn from it.'*! 
Nor should we—and this likewise applies to the other Gospels—ascribe 
his work simply to a certain “community.” We know nothing about the 
“Markan community.” Mark did not write his—revolutionary — work for 
his personal individual community. After all, it is very doubtful whether 
there was such a community, for as an “apostle-student’” he was surely a 
much-traveled man. Rather, as the first “evangelist” he presumably wrote 
in Rome for the whole church.'*? His Gospel is not a collective product 
either, but rather the work of an authoritative teacher, behind whom stands, 
in turn, an older surpassing authority. Since such a new creation does not 
simply appear out of nothing, it may have had a prehistory and, as Herder 
already perceived, been tested and developed in the oral presentation in 
the worship service.'** Primitive Christianity was a dynamic missionary 
movement in which—as in antiquity in general—oral, not written, com- 
munication stood at the center. Moreover, someone who expects the near 
end has more important things to do than to produce and cite literature. 
This is why we encounter so few “Gospel quotations” prior to Marcion 
and Justin. The first and second generations were determined by the oral 
word, which was living and yet also sticking in the memory. To some 
extent, this even still applies, as Papias shows, to the first half of the sec- 
ond century CE. Even later the word that was read and interpreted in the 
worship service and the catechetical oral teaching continued to mutually 
enrich each other.'** Therefore, in his study of the Gospel tradition, S. Byr- 
skog speaks in the context of the oral history of antiquity of the phenom- 
enon of “re-oralization.”'** Far into the second century, the Gospels were 


137 Matthew 7.15; cf. the doubling of the Markan Vorlage of 13.22 in Matt 24.11, 24. 
In Mark we are dealing with an eschatological prophecy for the time of the messianic woes. 

138 Hengel 1993a, 467 index, s.v. “Doketismus” (no subject index in Hengel 1989a). 

'3° Cf. the question after the stilling of the storm in Mark 4.41: tic Goa otc éotTLv; 

'40 Cf. Mark 1.11; 2.5, 19; 8.31; 9.7; 10.45; 14.22-24. 

'41 Cf, Mark 8.29-30, 34. 

42 Mark 13.10; 14.9; on this, see Hengel 2008c, 167ff., 184ff. (ET = 2000b, 96ff., 
106ff.); Bauckham 1998, 49-70. Only later, after he had written his Gospel in Rome, was 
he made the first bishop in Alexandria: Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.24; cf. 2.16. 

‘43 Hengel 2008c, 167-68 with note 487 (ET = 2000b, 96, 296 n. 397); Hengel 1983b, 
256 n. 78 (ET = 1985b, 52, 157 n. 78). 

'44 Papias according to Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.4: The preference for the mwvi) 
CHoa xal béevovod. 

'45 Byrskog 2000, 138ff., 254-55; see also p. 384 index, s.v. “orality—re-oralization.” 
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not so much cited exactly as they were quoted from memory, having been 
‘catechetically processed.’ 

Whether Mark already relied on written sources remains unclear and 
is controversial. He may have drawn upon an older passion narrative. 
This is suggested by 1 Cor 11.23ff., a text which shows that Paul already 
possessed a related passion tradition more than twenty years earlier, though 
it was still oral. The extent to which Mark used his own or someone else’s 
notes for this and the extent to which the alleged pre-Markan “collections” 
come from others or were compiled by Mark himself also remain open. 
One’s own notes could also be designated as a “source.” What seems cer- 
tain is that the authority of the evangelist in this truly epochal work, which 
created a new influential literary genre, is connected with the authority 
of Peter. Only five to six years lay between the composition of his work 
in Rome in ca. 69/70 CE and the martyrdom of Peter at the same loca- 
tion. This means that the figure of Peter, the martyr and most important 
propagator of Jesus tradition in the West, together with his surpassing 
authority, was still immediately present for most communities. The situ- 
ation changed only in the Gospel of John, which emerged ca. thirty years 
later. In the Fourth Gospel the mysterious Beloved Disciple becomes the 
competitor of Peter. Nevertheless, there too Peter still appears prominently 
at decisive points.'*° One does not at all need to insert a plurality of writ- 
ten sources, anonymous tradents, and creative communities between Jesus 
and Mark. Here there has been much speculation and little demonstration. 
By contrast, notwithstanding all the ways that it is bound to tradition, the 
oldest evangelist’s own theological and authorial achievement in this ven- 
ture to write a “Gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God” as a continuous 
narrative from the appearance of the Baptist to the flight of the women 
from the tomb must be estimated all the more highly. 

The fact that his Gospel chiefly contains what largely recedes in the 
older sayings collection, which is then reworked by Luke and Matthew, 
namely the passion story, miracle stories, biographical anecdotes, and 
controversy dialogues, suggests that he knew this stream of tradition—or 
corresponding collections of texts—and eclectically participated in it, but 
now consciously added the story of Jesus—which had become necessary 
after the death of the decisive first generation—as a narrating, kerygmati- 
cally determined complement, which culminated in the passion. 


46 Fg, John 1.41-44; 6.68; 13.6-11, 36ff.; 21.15-19 and elsewhere. Cf. Hengel 
1993a, 210-19 (ET = 1989a, 76-80); Hengel 2010a, 154 index, s.v. “Disciple, Beloved” 
(GV = 2006b, 252 index, s.v., “Lieblingsjiinger’). 
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Ernest Best expresses in a convincing way the dialectic between 
Mark’s own theological shaping and his faithfulness to tradition in his 
Gospel as follows: 


In the way in which he has placed the tradition in his total context, supply- 
ing audience, place, time, and sequence and in the summaries . . . he has 
been quite obviously creative. But in the way in which he has preserved 
the material which existed before him he has been conservative. . . . 
Mark appears to have had a positive respect for the material he used; 
this is not to say that he was attempting to write “history.”!*” 


This last sentence must be made more precise: ‘history,’ certainly not in the 
modern sense, but indeed in the form of a historical narration—oriented to 
the Old Testament episodic style—of the salvific activity of Jesus from the 
baptism of John to the climax of the crucifixion and the testimony to 
the resurrection by the angelus interpres to the women. We are dealing 
with a narrative that contains the whole message of salvation and therefore 
can—indeed must—be called evayyéAtov, a term that not only Paul but, 
in our view, also Peter, the teacher of Mark, had used as the quintessence 
of his proclamation.'** 


6.4.2 The Sayings Tradition 


The sayings tradition is the most important source for Jesus’ proclama- 
tion, but it does not as such form a demonstrable literary unity. We can 
infer it only in a very fragmentary way from Luke and Matthew, at first 
from the material that is common to them that goes beyond Mark and then 
also from the “special material” of Luke and Matthew, which is largely 
to be assigned to it. This means, however, that we know neither its exact 
wording nor its various parts and forms nor its exact scope as a whole. 
Accordingly, almost all the questions connected with it are contested in 
scholarship. 


‘47 Best 1985, 128. 

8 Cf. Acts 15.7; 1 Pet 4.17; cf. Hengel 2008¢ 141-96 (ET = 2000b 78-115). On 
the whole problem, see the fundamental study of Byrskog 2000. E.-M. Becker 2006 has 
attempted to show that Mark is a historiographical work that is comparable to the great 
works of Hellenistic-Roman historians and arose in Syria as a reaction to the First Jewish 
War. A critical evaluation of Becker’s untenable thesis has already been given by Backhaus 
2006. Bauckham 2017, 118, has now rightly pointed out again that in terms of social status 
and style, the preserved historiographical works of antiquity have a completely different 
niveau than the Gospels. 
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Up to now scholars have usually assumed a single written “source” 
used by Luke and Matthew for the common material that goes beyond 
Mark. This has been abbreviated with the letter Q and connected with 
numerous hypotheses, such as hypotheses about multiple redactional lay- 
ers with divergent theologies or about “communities” of Q with differ- 
ent Christologies. These hypotheses are largely built upon sand.'4? From 
the very beginning it was observed that the agreements between the texts 
assigned to Q in Luke and Matthew sometimes differed greatly, so that 
it was necessary to reckon with different forms of the sources Q'* and 
Q™ Moreover, the reworking of Q in the two Gospels seemed to be fun- 
damentally different. Whereas Matthew chiefly distributed this “Q mate- 
rial” in five large thematic blocks of discourse—sometimes mixed with 
the discourse tradition of Mark and his own special material—throughout 
his Gospel, while strongly shaping these speeches with his own theology 
at the same time (chapters 5—7; 10; 13; 18; 23-25), on the whole Luke 
appears to have preserved this sayings tradition much better in terms of 
order and wording. It extends there from the preaching of the Baptist in 
Luke 3 to the apocalyptic discourse on the coming of the Son of Man 
in Luke 17 and especially occurs, together with special material, in the two 
large “insertions” that interrupt the narrative thread of Mark in Luke.'°° 
This rightly led to the assumption that Q was not a self-enclosed literary 
unit in the strict sense but more likely to be an open collection whose 
form could no longer be adequately determined, especially since it was 
circulated in different versions. Thus, all attempts to discern redactional 
layers and a gradual development of the source and its theology become 
doubtful. 


'° The synopsis of Robinson/Hoffmann/Kloppenborg 2000, which is the product of 
long, painstaking work, is certainly useful in various ways, but as a construction of Q 
it brings with it the danger of an uncritical use. It would have been sufficient to desig- 
nate the common passages; thus in exemplary form in Neirynck 1988; cf. also Robinson/ 
Vaage/Daniels 1985. Now there is a danger that this artificially established text (Robinson/ 
Hoffmann/Kloppenborg 2000) will be cited like the text of Nestle-Aland and create the 
impression of a certainty that in no way exists. The more recent investigation of Casey 
2002 assumes old Aramaic sources, which were available to Luke and Matthew in different 
Greek translations. This means that Q was, in this view, no longer a unified single source in 
its secondary Greek form. Mark is said to have already used an older Aramaic source. The 
Q hypothesis is much more complex and complicated than is generally assumed. In this 
respect Casey comes closer to the reality than the Q hypothesis in the far too simple way in 
which it is often envisaged today. In any case, we must reckon with various sayings sources 
that were lost—not least because of their fragmentary, provisional character. 

50 Luke 6.20-8.3: 9.51-18.14; see section 11.3. The smaller block was inserted 
between Mark 3.19 and 20 and the larger one between Mark 9.50 and 10.1. 
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Its content consists predominantly of compositions of sayings, individ- 
ual sayings, and parables of sapiential-ethical and prophetic-apocalyptic 
character, with it not being possible to make a strict distinction between the 
two. A demarcation of the Q material from the rich special material that is 
peculiar to the two Gospels of Luke and Matthew remains unclear, for we 
must, after all, always reckon with the fact that one of the evangelists took 
over material from this source while the other evangelist did not.'*! The 
Gospels could not exceed a certain length and the evangelists were there- 
fore forced to select and shorten. Matthew in particular does this energeti- 
cally, while he often gives preference to Mark because of the authority of 
Peter standing behind him. To this can be added the fact that the common 
material assigned to Q contains not only sayings and other redactional 
pieces but also some narratives such as the centurion of Capernaum and 
the temptation story, which, are, in our view, wrongly assigned to Q. Thus, 
it is entirely unproven that it is really a matter of only one “source.” In 
addition to Mark, Luke has certainly drawn on several other sources.'” 
We must also assume something similar with such a judicious author as 
Matthew. This would suggest that both used several collections of sayings, 
with it being possible that it may have partly involved strongly altered ver- 
sions of an older, originally Aramaic collection. Since the Gospel of Luke, 
who writes roughly between 75 and 80 CE, is ca. ten—fifteen years older 
than Matthew, who presupposes the new constitution of Judaism in Pales- 
tine under Pharisaic leadership in the school of Yavneh (from ca. 90 CE) 
and, as Matt 23 shows, stands in sharp conflict with it,'’°? we must assume 
that Matthew knew the work of the auctor ad Theophilum and partly cop- 
ied it. This is especially suggested in those pieces in which Luke and Mat- 
thew agree in their wording. On the other hand, in a whole series of texts 
of the Lukan special material we can easily explain why the self-confident, 
anonymous Jewish Christian scribe did not take over this material from 
Luke, the student of Paul, since they did not fit his historical-theological 
concept. In others the Vorlage appears so completely different that we can 
no longer speak of one source.’ Another advantage of this hypothesis that 


'51 They proceed similarly even for the Mark material that was fundamental for them. 

'S2 Cf. the xoAAot in the prologue 1.1, which is indeed to be taken seriously and does 
not refer only to Mark and Q. 

'S3 Cf, Hengel 2008c, 336ff. (ET = 2000b, 196ff.) and section 6.4.4. 

'** On the omission, see, e.g., Luke 15.8-32; 16.1-31; 17.10-19; 18.1-14, etc. The 
assumption of different Vorlagen applies, for example, to the texts for which a “Paulinizing 
tendency” can be assumed in Luke and, further, to the Samaritan texts due to Matt 10.5 etc. 
The parable in Matt 18.12-14 stands in a completely different context and is changed so 
much that we can ask whether Matthew had it from a completely different source than Luke 
15.3-7; cf. also Matt 25.14-30 with Luke 19.11-27 and Matt 22.1-14 with Luke 14.15-24. 
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Matthew knew Luke is that the disturbing, thus far unresolved problem of 
the so-called “minor agreements” —i.e., the not so few texts in which Luke 
and Matthew agree against Mark in Markan material—disappears. Here 
Matthew corrects or supplements from Luke the account of Mark, whom 
he predominantly follows.'°° 

An enigmatic sentence in Papias—which, like the report about the 
emergence of the Gospel of Mark, probably goes back to the presbyter 
John, i.e., to a figure of the first century CE—could point to the origins 
of the written sayings tradition: “Matthew compiled in the Hebrew (..e., 
Aramaic) language the sayings (of the Lord), and each translated them as 
he was able.”’'°° This sentence cannot possibly refer to our Greek Gospel of 
Matthew, which emerged roughly between 90 and 100 CE and is already 
an apostolic “pseudepigraphon,” but probably points instead to an old Ara- 
maic collection of sayings (and anecdotes) of Jesus, which may originate 
from the Jerusalem community as the early center of Palestinian Jewish 
Christianity and which were then translated by various primitive Christian 
missionaries, according to their respective abilities, into Greek. A tax col- 
lector must have been able to write; in the case of the other disciples this 
was not certain. This could explain the existence of different divergent 
sayings collections, which were used by Luke and later also by Matthew 
and much later perhaps also still in the Gospel of Thomas. After all, the 
appeal of the “sayings of the Lord” extends far into the second century.'*’ 
Since, however, we must often assume that Matthew also makes recourse 
to Luke in the sayings tradition, these versions can no longer be recon- 
structed. Luke thus becomes the main source of the proclamation of Jesus 
that is fragmentarily preserved in the sayings tradition. 

It is also reasonable that the Gospels composed by “‘students of the apos- 
tles,” 1.e., Mark and Luke, are older than the Gospels ascribed to an apostle, 


a) Hengel 2008c, 274-353 (ET = 2000b, 169-207). Thus, Matt 22.35 takes over a 
polemical introduction to the question of the greatest commandment from Luke 10.25 
(vopixdc and [€x]meLraaCw@v avtov) because he cannot agree with the positive portrayal 
of the scribe in Mark 12.28. Cf. also in Matt 26.68 = Luke 22.64 the addition against Mark; 
or Matt 26.75 = Luke 22.62 against Mark 14.72: xai €&eAOav €Ew ExACUOEV MLXOWG; see 
section 6.4.4. Dobschiitz 1928, 345ff., already saw the problem. It is peculiar that despite 
the minor agreements there have been so few references to the probability of a certain 
dependence of Matthew upon Luke. Wilke 1838, 685-93, had already postulated such a 
dependence; see Hengel 2008c, 275-76 n. 814 (ET = 2000b, 303-4 n. 663). Zahn 1922, 
19, who believed in the priority of the Aramaic Matthew, assumed that the Greek transla- 
tor around 90 CE used Mark and Luke. From more recent times, see Huggins 1992 and 
Aurelius 2001. Faith in the traditional Q hypothesis is still very great. 

'56 Rusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.16: Mar@atoc uev odV Efoatdt Staréxt@ ta OYE 
OVVETAEATO, NOUNVEvOEV 8’ AUTA Ws HV SuVATOS EXAOTOS. 

'S7 Hengel 2008c, 112-20, 223-37 (ET = 2000b, 61-65, 131-40). 
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1.e., Matthew and John. The First Gospel may have received its author’s 
name from the author of the first Aramaic collection of sayings of Jesus. 
After it, in the second century, Gospels or Gospel-like writings were usually 
assigned only to authors with apostolic authority.!°* 

On the whole the language of the sayings tradition is a proper, Semitiz- 
ing Koine Greek. Nothing stands in the way of the assumption of an Ara- 
maic linguistic background. It would be enough for the translator, copier, 
and ultimately the “final redactor’” of Luke to have clothed the sayings of 
Jesus and stories in a passable Greek linguistic form. On the other hand, in 
the sayings of Jesus Luke took greater care to preserve the wording than he 
did with the narrative material, and Matthew even made repeated attempts 
to imitate or recreate individual typical linguistic forms of the proclama- 
tion of Jesus, including the parallelismus membrorum. 

What must be rejected is the hypothesis—which is popular today—that 
only a sapiential-paraenetic collection of sayings stood at the beginning, 
which was then augmented later by secondary prophetic-apocalyptic say- 
ings. Here the wish is the father of the idea. For it thereby removes what 
is offensive for modern people in the proclamation of Jesus and pushes it 
onto the later community: a humane “Galilean Cynic” or “Jewish Socrates” 
emerges, who is more congenial.’*? Placing it in a supposed genre of the 
AKOYOL OOMOV, which reaches from the old oriental wisdom to the Byzan- 
tine gnomologia,'® is also as historically illuminating (or also meaningless) 
as the specification of the Mishnah as a legal collection between the Code 
of Hammurabi and the Corpus Luris Civilis of Justinian. In reality it is pre- 
cisely not the collection of the sayings of just any “wise person” (among 
many) but the unique collection of the sayings of the one eschatological 
“wise person” par excellence, i.e., of the Son of Man—Messiah Jesus.'®! 
A comparison with Ecclesiastes, Sirach, or Proverbs shows that, despite 
some formal parallels, in their radicality many sayings of Jesus contra- 
dict the universal and practical wisdom of the ancient orient, which arises 
out of empirical life experience. It is the eschatology or the connection to 
the kingdom of God that gives the sayings tradition its incisiveness and 


'58 The alternative was that the Gospels were later ascribed also to certain ethnic or 
Jewish Christian groups: of the Egyptians, of the Hebrews, of the Ebionites, etc. But this 
remained the exception. The supposed “Gospel according to Basilides” (Origen, Hom. Luc. 
[Rauer 1959 = Merkel 1978, 8 line 38]) is probably a polemical designation of Origen for 
a collection of Gospel texts of Basilides and not a real title. We can only put forth specula- 
tions about this. 

'59 Thus in Crossan and in the American Q scholarship. On Mack, see note 53 in 
chapter 5. 

160 On this, see, e.g., J. M. Robinson 1971. 

161 See Hengel 2001c, 18-131 (ET = 1995, 73-117). 
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provocative sharpness, a sharpness that is based—in a similar manner as 
with the Baptist—on the apocalyptic background of the activity of Jesus. 
God’s reign is dawning and his judgment stands before the door. There- 
fore, the often sharply pointed antithetical parallelism predominates in his 
sayings. We can infer the motif for such collections from Pss. Sol. 17.43, 
where it says of the Messiah as the bringer of the kingdom of God (17.3): 


His words will be purer than the finest gold, the best. He will judge the 
peoples in the assemblies, the tribes of the sanctified. His words will be 
as the words of the holy ones, among sanctified peoples. (trans. R. B. 
Wright, OTP II: 668; emphasis added) 


Such words of the Messiah therefore had to be kept and handed down as 
firmly fixed and binding teaching.’ One could also say with all three 
Synoptics: “Heaven and earth will pass away but my words will not pass 
away.”'° That the passion story is almost completely lacking in the say- 
ings tradition could perhaps be connected with the fact that it already 
existed in a pre-Markan form—belonging to an entirely different, narra- 
tive genre—and that Jesus had hardly spoken expressis verbis in Gali- 
lee of a future suffering. The pointer to the passion is, however, also not 
completely lacking here. Thus, in Luke 14.27 = Matt 10.38 Jesus calls for 
cross-bearing discipleship, and he speaks clearly of his death and of the 
trials connected with it in Luke 12.50.'* 

We also regard as improbable the view that this tradition complex 
is largely the product of Jewish Christian prophets in Palestine,'® who 
speak in the name of the exalted Lord. Primitive Christian prophets usu- 
ally speak as they are moved by the Spirit.'© The “exalted one,” who, at 
the right hand of God, speaks from heaven, also never appears expressis 
verbis in the sayings tradition. Moreover, clear community situations from 
a later time are scarcely visible in this strand of tradition.'®’ In contrast to 


'©2 Cf, Matt 28.20; 11.29: udOete cin’ god; Acts 2.42; 4.20; 10.36-37, etc. On the 
poetic-didactic form of the preaching of Jesus, see chapter 12. 

163 Mark 13.31 = Luke 21.33 = Matt 24.35; cf. from the sayings tradition Luke 16.17 
and Matt 5.18, where the Lukan version is certainly the more original. Here the concern is 
with the law, which admittedly must make space for the new, the kingdom of God. 

164 Matthew has omitted the saying, perhaps because he found it offensive, and formed 
a saying of Jesus that fit in his mission discourse (10.34-36; cf. Luke 12.49-52). Cf. also 
Luke 13.31-33. See section 11.3. 

'65 This frequently advocated view has been refuted especially by Neugebauer 1962. 

6 CF, Acts 11.28; 13.2; 21.10-11; Rev 14.13; cf. 1 Cor 12.8; 14.1, 29ff. 

'67 The frequently expressed view that the early Christians put Spirit-inspired pro- 
phetic sayings as instructions of the exalted Lord into the mouth of the earthly Jesus later 
is usually not justified. After all, the exalted one was in the Spirit-inspired words of the 
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Mark, this sayings tradition contains precisely no clear reference to the 
resurrection and exaltation of Christ! Together with pieces from the rich 
special material of Luke, which likewise probably comes from it, it forms 
the most important source for the proclamation of Jesus. 


6.4.3 Luke 


It is a stroke of luck that the second Gospel author known to us, Luke, due 
to his higher education, in the interests of his addressee, and led by Helle- 
nistic and Jewish models, attempted to write a historical biography in the 
ancient sense. To this we can add Acts, which was unique for the church 
until Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History. We cannot thank Luke enough for 
his Doppelwerk, which belongs together in terms of subject matter (cf. 
Acts 1.1). To be sure, Franz Overbeck designated Luke’s attempt to write 
an early Christian “mission history” oriented to Peter and Paul as “tact- 
lessness on a global scale,”'®’ because Luke, the “beloved physician” and 
companion of Paul,'® as the first literarily educated author, was far ahead 
of the primitive Christianity of his time and thus contradicted Overbeck’s 
ideal of a naive unfalsified originality. Failing to recognize the theologi- 
cal and literary achievement of Luke, more recent exegetes have prema- 
turely agreed with the judgment of Overbeck, which was directed against 


prophet in every worship service—as Paul portrays it, for example, in 1 Cor 14—that is, 
constantly present. In the ever new presence of Spirit in the worship service, the prophetic 
words precisely did not need to be recorded and handed down but were spontaneously 
expressed in every new situation. Moreover, the preserved Spirit sayings in Acts and Rev- 
elation show that there was indeed a distinction drawn between the Spirit and the earthly 
Jesus—who was withdrawn from the community. The prophet Agabus does not say to 
Paul: “Jesus said this” but “the Holy Spirit says this.” Rev 2.7 says: “The one who has 
hears, let him hear what the Spirit is saying to the community”; 14.13: “Indeed, the Spirit 
says: they will rest from their labors. . . .” Also, the Paraclete sayings in the Farewell Dis- 
courses in John distinguish clearly between Jesus and the Spirit. The fact that individual 
words of the exalted one have entered into the Synoptic tradition is rather the exception. 
They are easily recognizable through their christological context; cf. from the special mate- 
rial Matt 18.20 and on this m. ’Abot 3.2, a saying of R. Haninah ben Teradion, the martyr 
of the Bar Kokhba persecution: “When two sit (with each other) and words of the Torah are 
between them, then the shekinah dwells among them.” 

'®8 Overbeck 1963 [1919], 78. 

16° Colossians 4.14; Phim 24. Elsewhere it appears only in the late text of 2 Tim 4.11, 
where knowledge of Acts is presupposed; cf. 2 Tim 3.11 with Acts 13 and 14; see further 2 
Tim 2.5 with Acts 16.1-2. Through the conspicuous praise of Mark in 2 Tim 4.11 Pseudo- 
Paul remedies again the break in Acts 13.13 and 15.38. On the person of Luke, see Hengel/ 
Schwemer 1998, 9-40 (ET = 1997, 6-21). On Luke the physician, see L. Alexander 1993, 
176ff., and Weissenrieder 2003, 330-46, 374: “It is attested only of Luke in diverse tradi- 
tions that he was active as a physician.” 
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Harnack’s predilection!” for the auctor ad Theophilum. In reality Luke 
performed a massive service for the church. He first preserved for us the 
most important parts of the proclamation of Jesus, inspired Matthew to 
follow him, and, beyond this, made visible the historical connection of the 
primitive community with the Pauline mission in Acts. The concern of 
Luke is then taken up again by the apologists and the fathers of the second 
and third century until Eusebius. As an author of the second generation he 
appeals to older sources in the prologue. The “many” to whom he appeals 
include in the first place Mark, which is based, in turn, on the paradosis 
of the “eyewitness and servant of the word” Peter, and then probably on 
multiple “collections of sayings,” his special source on the passion story, 
and a Vorlage to the legendary prehistory, which is Jewish Christian in 
character. The traditions of women, beginning with the mother of Jesus, 
play a special role in Luke.'’' Both works, the Gospel and Acts, show that 
he undertook careful research and developed a sense for archaic traditions, 
if one may use this word with reference to the relatively short period of 
time of ca. fifty years between Jesus and Luke’s present. 

The Doppelwerk probably emerged between 75 and 85 CE, with a cer- 
tain period of time lying between the Gospel and Acts, despite their inner 
connection.'” There are multiple reasons that prevent one from dating it 
much later: 

First, in the Gospel Luke still stands, as no other New Testament 
author, under the immediate impression of the destruction of Jerusalem. 
The catastrophe, which he portrays more concretely than all the other 
Gospels and which especially moves him, who loves Jerusalem and the 
temple,'”* cannot lie too far in the past. Secondly, he still writes in a time 


'70 See his still fundamental works Harnack 1906; 1908. In contrast to the ultimately 
fruitless critical philosophy (Kritizismus) of Overbeck Harnack accurately specified the 
historical place of the Lukan Doppelwerk. The significance of Harnack as an investigator 
of the New Testament should be again be recognized anew; on this, see Markschies 2001. 
On more recent research on Acts, see Grasser 2001 and Hengel 2001f. 

'71 On this, see Hengel 2012b (GV = 2007a). Cf. Luke 8.2-3; 10.38-42; 24.6-10. Luke 
uses the key word yuvy in the Gospel forty-one times, Matthew only twenty-nine times, 
Mark sixteen times, and John seventeen times; Luke uses yea nine times, Mark three 
times, and Matthew and John not at all. On this, see in detail Bauckham 2002, 47-76, 
110-65, 279-83, and elsewhere. 

'72 This results from the opposition of Luke 24 and Acts 1.1-11. On the dating of the 
Gospel and Acts, see Hengel 2008c, 320-50 (ET = 2000b, 187-205). Matthew is much 
later (see note 176 and notes 188-90 in this chapter). 

'73 This is already a characteristic of a special material tradition and may be connected 
with the tendency of tradition guarantors who significantly influenced him. What is special 
about him is that he was influenced by very different sides, by Paul and by the Jerusalem 
tradition. 
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of relative tolerance from the Roman authorities, as it can be presupposed 
for the earlier Flavian period. The author hopes that higher Roman mag- 
istrates and members of the upper stratum will also turn to the Gospel and 
that the Christian proclamation will be tolerated.'”* There is still no sign 
of the oppression of sympathizers of the Jewish and Christian faith in the 
upper stratum by the late Domitian and the persecutions at the time of 
Trajan. The “high-born Theophilus” belongs himself to the upper stratum 
and presumably gave both works their title and cared for their dissemina- 
tion. The meaningful name could be a code name. The address points to 
a person of higher standing, possibly of the equestrian rank.'”” Moreover, 
the picture that Luke provides of the community and above all of Judaism 
is completely oriented to the conditions in Palestine before 70 CE, about 
which he is astonishingly well informed. He writes in a milieu similar to 
what know from Josephus. All this would hardly have been possible any 
longer in ca. 90 or 100 CE. The recovery and development of Judaism 
after 70 CE until the rabbinate, which is fundamental for the understand- 
ing of Matthew, is not yet visible in Luke;'” his Gospel is composed too 
early for this. Finally, if Matthew had been known to him, he would surely 
have used this impressive work with its large speeches, which would have 
given his Gospel a much different form. A dependence of Luke on Mat- 
thew, which is sometimes still advocated, is therefore impossible. 

Luke’s regard for his addressees is also visible in his theological ten- 
dency. After the catastrophe triggered by the near expectation in Jewish 
messianism, we can understand only too well his reserve toward all escha- 
tological fever, which had also seized Christians to some extent. It is evi- 
dence of historical ignorance when he is reproached for this. The regard 
for the recipient also explains his outward reserve toward an explicitly 
expressed theology of atonement and of the cross, although he emphasizes 


'™ On the destruction of Jerusalem, see Hengel 2008c, 324-31 (ET = 2000b, 189-94); on 
the “upper stratum,” see Acts 8.26-40; 10; 13.7-12; 18.12-16; 23.25ff.; 24.24ff.; 26.30ff.; 28.31. 

9 The analogous address to the equestrian procurators Felix and Festus in Acts 23.26; 
24.3; 26.25 is no accident. In Egypt the equestrian prefects and governors of the subprov- 
inces, the epistrategoi, were addressed in this way. Cf. also the dedication of Josephus to 
Epaphroditus, the rich freedman of Nero, Ag. Ap. 1.1; cf. 2.1, who, according to Ant. 1.8, 
had compelled him to write the Antiquities, which Josephus dedicated to him according to 
Life 430, and who, as a “special lover of the truth,” also cared for the dissemination of the 
book among like-minded people: Ag. Ap. 2.296. The address xeattote appears elsewhere 
in early Christian literature only in Diognetus, which makes a subtle allusion to Luke 1.1. 

'76 Cf, for example, the polemic in Matt 23 and the fact that Matthew puts the address 
“Rabbi,” which frequently appears in his Markan Vorlage, only in the mouth of the betrayer 
Judas (26.25, 49). His use of language presupposes the ordination of the scribes and the 
reservation of the title “Rabbi” primarily for them (23.7ff.). This scarcely occurred before 
90 CE. On this, see section 11.4. 
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the necessity of suffering for the sake of faith, and Jesus’ death and resurrec- 
tion viewed together play the central soteriological role. This can be seen, 
for example, in the repeated vmée Vudv (Luke 22.19-20), in his portrayal 
of the Lord’s Supper beyond Paul (1 Cor 11.24-25) and Mark (14.22-24), 
and the emphatic €det ma0etv TOV XeuotOV (Luke 24.26) must also be 
understood on the basis of the suffering of the servant of God.'’’ On the 
other side, we find a strong striving for harmonizing, which is connected 
with his apologetic interests and tends to leave conflicts unmentioned. 
Thus, he takes leave of Peter with his “Paulinizing” speech in Acts 15.7- 
11 and can pass over his conflict with Paul (Gal 2.11ff.). Moreover, he 
emphasizes, like no other evangelist, the love of God for sinners, indeed in 
Luke 5.8ff.; 15; and 18.9-14 the “justification of the ungodly.” In the last- 
mentioned parable it becomes clear that, despite all “divergences,” which 
show him to be a theologically independent thinker, he was a student and 
traveling companion of Paul. To be sure, through his contact with the Jeru- 
salem community (see Acts 21) and his stay in Jewish Palestine, together 
with his special interest in the Jesus tradition, he distanced himself a bit 
from Paul theologically and through the critical ecclesial situation after 
70 CE consciously became a counterbalancing “mediating theologian.”'” 
He therefore knew himself to be obligated to Paul and Peter, although in 
Acts the missionary Paul does dominate the field in the end. 


6.4.4 Matthew 


The rigorous and self-confident author of the first Gospel, an unknown 
Christian scribe, could no longer ignore the ca. ten-to-fifteen-years-older 
Gospel of Luke as the work of a student of Paul. As the scaffolding of his 
theological work, which is planned down to the last detail, he preferred 
not Luke but Mark, which was connected with Peter, since the author- 
ity of the “rock-man” was also fundamental for him. He alone gives the 
name Kepha’-Petros a unique ecclesiological interpretation (16.16-19). To 
be sure, his Petrine traditions that go beyond the Markan Vorlage largely 
have a secondary character.'” In addition to Mark and Luke he also has 
access to a sayings tradition, which is available to him partly in written 
form. For this reason in the case of the speech material, it is usually dif- 
ficult to decide whether he draws from the Lukan Vorlage or directly from 


"7 Cf. Luke 9.22; 13.33-34; 17.25; 22.37 = Isa 53.12, cf. Acts 8.32-33 = Isa 53.7ff.; 
Luke 24.44; on this, see Mittmann-Richert 2008. 

178 Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 15-18, 23-24, 35 (ET = 1997, 9-11, no equivalent, 18); 
Hengel 2001f; Hengel 2012b (GV = 2007a); Hengel 2010a, 77ff. (GV = 2006b, 126ff.). 

79 Matthew 14.28-29; 16.17-19; 17.24; cf. also 15.15; 18.21. On this, see Hengel 
2010a (GV = 2006b). 
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one of his own “sayings sources” or from both. For example, the “Sermon 
on the Mount,” which is much more extensive than Luke’s Sermon on the 
Plain,'®’ may be based on a special “source,” which arose from the cat- 
echetical instruction.'*' The speech material of the special material could 
also originate from his specific sayings tradition. The prehistory of Matt 1 
and 2 and his resurrection account,'*” which goes beyond Mark, also point 
to distinctive—oral?—sources. At the same time, both texts display strong 
shaping by the Matthean theology. It is characterized by a Christology 
that presents Jesus as Messianic savior and teacher, who as Son of David 
“fulfills” not only the whole Scripture (5.17ff.) but through his activity 
and death also brings the “righteousness” required by God,'* liberates the 
true people of God from the power of sin,'** and obligates one to mission- 
ary service and to the doing of the true will of God, which Jesus himself 
interprets.'*° Therefore, more than all the other evangelists he places God’s 
threatening judgment in the foreground.'®* It is his picture of Jesus that has 
shaped the understanding of Jesus as an ethical teacher and strict judge 
through to modern times. Nevertheless, his clear soteriology should not 
be overlooked in favor of a moralizing interpretation. Amidst all loyalty 
to tradition, he is superior to Mark and Luke in systematic and tradition- 
shaping power, whereas they were the more vivid storytellers. Above all, 
for reasons of space, he often shortens the texts of the Markan Vorlage and 
deletes novelistic features. 

Together with the Gospel of John, his work is, at the temporal end 
of the New Testament, a signpost that powerfully points the way into the 


'80 Matthew 5.1-2; 13.52; 28.20. 

'81 Cf Matt 5-7 with Luke 6.20-49, partly with a similar sequence. As an older text, 
Luke’s Sermon on the Plain could form a point of departure for this. 

'82 Matthew 28.8-20. In the prehistory it is conspicuous how strongly he places the 
“righteous” (1.19) “adoptive father” Joseph in the foreground—in contrast to Luke, who 
concentrates wholly on the mother of Jesus in chapters 1 and 2. Matt 1 and 2 appear as 
a partly corrective complement to the prehistory of Luke. The same also applies to his 
shorter resurrection account. Both the prehistory (1.18ff.) and the legend of the tomb guards 
(27.62-66; 28.4, 11-15) presuppose anti-Christian Jewish Jesus legends, which have points 
of contact with the account of the Jewish informant in Celsus; see notes 88—91 above. 

'83 Matthew 3.15; 5.6, 20. 

'8* Matthew 1.21; 20.28; 26.28. 

'8> Matthew 5.13ff.; 28.18ff.; cf. 7.12, 21-22; 9.13 and 12.7 (= Hos 6.6); 22.39-40; 
25.40. 

186 Cf. Luke 13.28 and the threat saying that is multiplied sixfold in Matthew: 8.12; 
13.42, 50; 22.13; 24.51; 25.30. Matthew loves such repetitions of formulas; see Dobschiitz 
1928, 339-42. He regards the author perhaps in an overly bold manner as “the Jewish 
Christian who has gone through the school of the rabbis,” indeed as the “converted Jew- 
ish rabbi” (343). At the time of Matthew, the “rabbinate” was only in statu nascendi. 
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future for the emerging church.'*’ The conspicuous ‘minor agreements’ 
between Luke and Matthew are explained for us by Matthew’s familiarity 
with Luke. Similarly, we must assume a theologically distanced knowl- 
edge in John of the older Synoptic Gospels, especially of Mark and Luke, 
which makes comprehensible certain parallels in wording. By contrast, it 
remains uncertain whether John knew the later Gospel of Matthew. These 
two Gospels are relatively close to each other in time. 

Concerning the dating of the First Gospel, the transformation of 
the Pharisees into the absolutely dominant religious group in Palestine 
Judaism under the leadership of the scribes, i.e., the consolidation of the 
newly emerging rabbinate in Yavneh via the influence of R. Gamaliel IJ, 
is already presupposed in it.'** By contrast, the other groups, Sadducees 
and Herodians, have become insignificant. The opponents of Jesus are 
understood stereoptyptically as the unity of “scribes and Pharisees,”'®? 
and one feels that the evangelist, as a (Jewish) Christian scribe (13.52), 
stands in intensive conflict with them. This, together with the fact that in 
Matthew, in comparison with Luke, the destruction of Jerusalem recedes 
again through the larger temporal distance and the restoration of Judaism 
in Palestine and the fact that in his language and conceptions, Matthew 
comes into contact most of all with the rabbinic tradition, points to a later 
time of emergence, roughly between 90 and 100 CE. It is no accident that 
with regard to the old Jesus tradition, the rich special material of Luke is 
much more fruitful than that of Matthew, whose expansions are, at least in 
some cases, legendary,'”? though he too possesses valuable special mate- 
rial traditions, especially in the parables: thus in Matt 13 the Parable of 
the Tares, the Parable of the Hidden Treasure, the Parable of the Pearl, and 


'87 On the theology and christological soteriology of Matthew and especially on his 
understanding of dtxatoovvy and vOuOG, see now the fundamental study of Deines 2004. 

'88 On this, see Luke 11.39-52, the Vorlage of his polemic against the scribes and 
Pharisees in Matt 23. On this, see H.-J. Becker 1990 and Hengel 2008c, 333ff. (ET = 
2000b, 195ff.). The catastrophe of 70 CE also lies much further in the past than is the case 
for Luke. In a comparable way we find this one-sided emphasis on the Pharisees as repre- 
sentatives of the “Jews” who are hostile to Jesus in the latest Gospel, 1.e., John. 

'89 Matthew uses this formula in a stereotypical manner ten times. In his somewhat 
larger Gospel, Luke has this sequence only three times. The scribes are the leading group 
of the Pharisees. 

190 Cf. for example, in the passion story Matt 26.51-54; 27.3-10, 19, 24-25. We find 
here the first impulses of a developing Pilate legend: 27.51b-53, 62-66; 28.2-4, 11-15. His 
Petrine traditions, which are additional vis-a-vis Mark, are probably also legendary. See 
also note 186 above for his conception of judgment. Dobschiitz 1928, 347, hypothesizes 
a date between 90 and 110 CE or around 100 CE. 110 CE is probably too late since Ign. 
Eph. 11.1 presupposes Matt 3.7 and Ign. Smyrn. 1.1 presupposes Matt 3.15. 90-100 CE is 
probably accurate. By contrast, Dobschiitz correctly dates Luke in the time between 70 and 
90 CE or around 80 CE. 
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the Parable of the Net, in ch. 18 the Parable of the Unforgiving Servant, in 
ch. 20 the Parable of the Laborers in the Vineyard, and in ch. 21 the Parable 
of the Ten Virgins and the Parable of the Last Judgment.'?! Correspond- 
ingly, the sayings tradition is more frequently preserved in an older form 
and order in Luke than in Matthew. Conversely, in Matthew the ecclesias- 
ticalization is advanced and the community discipline is more developed. 
Matthew alone features rudiments of a community order. Only in Matthew 
are there two occurrences of €xxAnota, which is otherwise foreign to the 
Gospels.'** Old Jesus tradition also occurs in the special material of his 
parables and in the Sermon on the Mount. Moreover, it is reasonable that 
the first “pseudepigraphical” Gospel ascribed to an apostle emerged later 
than the writings of students of apostles like Mark and Luke. Following 
him, the second century will primarily have apostles as Gospel authors. 
The unknown author and Jewish Christian scribe!” in one of the Helle- 
nistic cities of southern Syria or in Palestine itself'’* presumably adopted 
the name of the apostle Matthew—which appears twice with the byname 
“the tax collector” only in him and thus takes the place of the tax collector 
Levi of the Markan Vorlage'*»—because he was regarded as the collector 
of the oldest sayings tradition. This could explain the note in Papias,'° 
which was already quoted above, that Matthew composed the sayings in 
Hebrew, which means in Aramaic. In our view, the oldest Aramaic sayings 
collection was connected with the name of this authority from the circle of 
the twelve, who is not otherwise prominent. In that case, we would also be 
dealing here not simply with “anonymous” Jesus tradition but with tradi- 
tions behind which a disciple of Jesus stood. It was the markedly Jewish 
Christian character of the First Gospel together with the clear presentation 
of Jesus as teacher, indeed as new lawgiver in the large speeches (see 


191 F g., Matt 13.24-30, 44-50; 18.23-35; 20.1-16; 21.18-21; 25.1-13, 31-46. 

192 Matthew 16.18 in the rock saying to Peter and 18.17 in his instruction on com- 
munity discipline. In Mark the term does not yet appear. Luke does not introduce it in Acts 
until 5.11, but then uses it frequently, i.e., twenty-nine times. This means that Luke still 
distinguishes more clearly between the time of Jesus and the time of the community. The 
Trinitarian baptism command and the sending of the disciples at the end in Matt 28.19-20 
also point to a later emergence. On the topic of discipline, see the great discourse on the 
community in Matt 18. 

'93 Matthew 13.52. Presumably he received his scribal schooling originally in a Jewish 
academy; see note 186 above. Thus, he has —as the first volume of Billerbeck indicates — the 
most rabbinic parallels. On this, see Hengel 1987c (= Hengel 1999b, 219-92). 

194 Matthew 4.24-25 is the only passage that connects Syria with the activity of Jesus. 
This is not a coincidence. 

195 Matthew 9.9; 10.3. By contrast, Mark 3.18; Luke 6.15; Acts 1.13 mention only the 
name Matthew among the twelve without the addition 0 teAwvyc. 

'96 Busebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.16. On this, see section 6.4.2 with note 156. 
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above all 5.17-48) and the claim of an apostolic origin that has gave the 
impression that Matthew was the oldest Gospel ever since the second cen- 
tury CE and into the present. 


6.5 John!”’ 


The Gospel of John, which comes into consideration only in a qualified 
sense as a source for the Jesus tradition, is completely different in nature. 
For in the Fourth Gospel the “supremacy” of the idiosyncratic author’s 
Christology has reshaped or suppressed the historical reality. In the eccle- 
siastical tradition, ever since the Valentinian Ptolemy and then again since 
Irenaeus, it is ascribed to John the son of Zebedee, 1.e., to the apostle from 
the circle of the twelve.'?* The real authorship—according to 21.24-25, the 
enigmatic, unnamed Beloved Disciple is said to have written the whole 
thing—is, after all, intentionally veiled in the added chapter, for he is also 
not identified in John 21.2. Behind it stands, in our view, a surpassing 
theological teacher, John of Ephesus, who is identical with the “presby- 
ter John” and “disciple of the Lord” in Papias, Irenaeus, and Polycrates 
of Ephesus in his letter to Victor of Rome around 190 CE.'” This cor- 
responds to the introduction of the second and third Johannine letters: 
O MEEOPUTEQOG. 

Papias mentions this “presbyter John” multiple times as his most 
important tradent. He was presumably a very young eyewitness and fol- 
lower of Jesus from the Jerusalem aristocracy and a student of John the 
son of Zebedee.*” It is therefore possible that in the Gospel, which his 
students edited (21.24), the two men, John the son of Zebedee and John 
the Elder, fused into one person.””' The author, i.e., “John the Elder,” 
writes his Gospel in clear opposition to the Synoptic tradition of a 


'°7 Dodd 1963; Brown 1966/1970, I: xliff.,; Hengel 1993a (ET = 1989a); Nagel 2000; 
Theissen/Merz 1998, 33ff. (GV = 1997, 49ff.); Thyen 2005; Hill 2006. See now also Frey 
2018b; 2018a. 

'98 On this and what follows, see Hengel 1993a, 18ff., 37-38 (ET = 1989a, 3ff., 8-9); 
Justin, Dial. 81.4, mentions the apostle John as the author of Revelation. The origin from 
the son of Zebedee was still forcefully advocated by Schleiermacher (see note 25 in chap- 
ter 5) and Loofs 1916. 

'° Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.4. In Irenaeus and Polycrates of Ephesus he is also still 
stereotypically called “disciple of the Lord” or “the one who lay on the chest of the Lord” 
and not apostle. 

200 Cf. John 18.15; Hengel 1993a, 321ff. (ET = 1989a, 131ff.). On the Beloved Dis- 
ciple, see also 13.23ff.; 19.26ff., 35; 20.2-8; 21.7ff., 20-34. 

70l Hengel 1993a, 313-20 (ET = 1989a, 124-31). 
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Petrine character, which he knows only too well (in oral and written 
form)?” and which is for him is no longer sufficient to adequately pres- 
ent the true nature and way of the incarnate Son of God. It is under- 
standable that Schleiermacher and his like-minded contemporaries, who 
wanted to make the uniquely and archetypically “constant intensity of 
God-consciousness” of Jesus the foundation of faith, based themselves 
precisely on the Gospel of John against the Synoptics and regarded John 
as the truest portrayal of Jesus. Under the hammer of D. F. Strauss this 
hypothesis was broken.’ Here too a final uncertainty remains, such as 
in the question: How are we to place the authoritative saying about the 
unique, revelation-determining unity of Father and Son in Luke 10.22 
(= Matt 11.27) from the sayings tradition?*™ It could have something 
like a bridge function to the Fourth Gospel. Even Rudolf Bultmann 
expressed in 1925 the bold speculation 


that the activity and the proclamation of Jesus may stand much more 
strongly in the context of the gnostic-Baptist movement, out of which 
the Gospel of John must be understood, than can be recognized from the 
Synoptic tradition. The primitive community, from which the Synoptic 
tradition originates, ... may represent a Judaising reaction phenomenon, 
for which . . . Peter may be made responsible.*” 


Even if one disbelieves it, viewed historically the enigma of the Gospel of 
John remains an open, indeed unanswerable question. One should not of 
course speak of a “re-Judaizing” of the primitive community in the Synop- 
tics. The Jesus movement was Jewish through and through, and the author 
of the Fourth Gospel is also a Jewish Christian. The recently revived 
hypothesis that the Fourth Gospel is older than the Synoptics”” is errone- 
ous. It is clearly the latest of the four Gospels. This was already known 
by the early church since Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria, who are 
dependent here on older tradition.*”’ The Fourth Gospel, which is written 


202 He certainly knows Mark and Luke. He uses and criticizes them. Beyond this, he 
is familiar with the oral tradition. On the use of this, see Theobald 2002. 

203 See note 25 in chapter 5. 

204 For an attempt at interpretation, see section 17.4.2. 

°° Bultmann 1925, 144 (= 1967a, 102). 

206 Thus J. A. T. Robinson 1985; Berger 1997. 

07 Trenaeus, Haer, 3.1.1; Clement of Alexandria apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.14.7 
according to book 6 of the Hypotyposes: tov pévto. Todvvyv éoyatov . . . vEebMatL 
DeohoEnlEvTG MVEVLATLKOV TOLHOGL EvayyéALOV. Cf. also the Gospel prologues and 
the Canon Muratori in Aland 2005, 549, 554—55, and Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.24.5-13, a 
text that attempts to harmonize the contradictions between the Synoptics and that goes 
back, at least partly, to an older source. On this, see Hill 1998, who all too optimistically 
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from the geographical perspective of Jerusalem, may correct the Synoptic 
tradition in individual points, for example in the view that the length of 
the activity of Jesus was longer than only a year, although the specifica- 
tion of the Fourth Gospel, which speaks of ca. two to three years, is again 
too long.” Moreover, one could consider the possibility that there was a 
“Baptist” period of transition before the public appearance of Jesus in Gal- 
ilee, since Jesus obtained his first disciples from the circle of the Baptist, 
indeed that initially Jesus himself may have baptized, that the conflict that 
led in the end to his death in Jerusalem was more sustained and longer than 
Mark reports, and that certain details from John’s passion story must also 
be taken seriously.*” But all of this remains relatively uncertain. For on 
the whole the historical value of John recedes behind Mark, the sayings 
tradition, and the special material of Luke and of Matthew. We can only 
rarely rely on him alone and must justify doing so in each case. This is 
especially clear in the sharply pronounced high Christology of the Fourth 
Gospel, which presupposes the Christology of Paul. Despite all his great 
independence, he nevertheless also stands on the shoulders of Paul.?!° 
One receives the impression that John has very consciously—much more 
strongly than the Synoptics—retrojected the picture of the exalted Lord 
onto the earthly Jesus. John’s own christological configuration of the Jesus 
tradition and older traditions are sometimes combined in the Gospel of John 
so seamlessly that we can hardly distinguish between tradition and inter- 
pretation.*"' His hieratic style is completely uniform so that D. F. Strauss 
could speak of the “seamless robe” of Christ.*!” It forbids us from adopting 
the still popular source hypotheses and separations of redactional layers. 
The prehistory of the Gospel—which is undoubtedly complicated in terms 
of tradition history and source criticism—and of the impressive teacher 
and his circle that stood behind it can no longer be reconstructed. We can 
make only more or less uncertain speculations about this. The theological 


hypothesizes Papias. We would sooner hypothesize Origen or Clement of Alexandria. See 
also Merkel 1971. 

208 John reckons with at least three Passover festivals: 2.13, 23: 6.4; 11.55 Gi ale 
13.1). See section 9.1 and section 11.1. 

20° On the historical details, see Hengel 1999a; still fundamental Dodd 1963. 

a Hengel 1993a, 160, 299 (ET = 1989a, 50, 120); cf. Wellhausen 1908, 121: “John 
depends on Paul.” He advocates a clear “solus Christus, sola fide, sola gratia.” Parts of the 
primitive community and Paul may, however, have been theologically closer than is often 
assumed. On this, see 1 Cor 15.11 and the abba cry of the Pauline communities. 

711 Theobald 2002 especially strives after this. In Luke 10.16 Luke indicates in the 
mission discourse that the disciples of Jesus could already speak theologically in their own 
responsibility and also regard themselves as the voice of their Lord; see note 172 in chap- 
ter 11. I owe this reference to F. Neugebauer. 

712 Hengel 1993a, 9 n. 1; cf. 226-52 (ET = 1989a, 1, 136 n. 1; cf. 84-94). See now 
also Thyen 2005. 
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language of the evangelist (and letter writer) is thus identical with the lan- 
guage of Jesus in the Gospel. In the Fourth Gospel Jesus proclaims him- 
self as the preexistent Son of God sent into the world. Whoever sees him, 
sees the Father.’'’ This speech form of the “revelatory discourses” differs 
fundamentally from the sayings and parables of the Synoptics, although 
in John too the older forms of the sayings and parables still sometimes 
shimmer through. To be sure, they have usually melted into the text. Also, 
of the seven selected miracles of Jesus, four are not reported by the Syn- 
optics. For John they are “signs” that express the divine dignity of Jesus 
and do not go back to a separate literary source but rather come from oral 
tradition (or from Mark) and are an integral component of the Gospel. 
They point beyond themselves and seek to lead one to the central “sign,” 
the resurrection of Jesus. The evangelist obtains the great freedom in the 
presentation of the self-proclamation of Jesus by stressing that the dis- 
ciples did not or did not adequately understand Jesus’ words and signs 
before Easter and only the Spirit as gift of the risen one, the “Paraclete” 
promised in the Farewell Discourses, will “teach,” “remind,” and “lead” 
them “into all truth.”?'4 


6.6 Apocryphal Gospels and Agrapha’"’ 


In comparison with our main sources, the four canonical Gospels, and here 
especially the first three, the Synoptics, the apocryphal Gospel texts and 
fragments have only secondary importance for an attempt to approach the 
historical Jesus. With regard to the actual “history and teaching of Jesus,” 
they are by no means of equal value to the Synoptics. The latter are also 
clearly the oldest witnesses. This applies also to the so-called agrapha, 
the noncanonical sayings of Jesus, which we find in individual later New 
Testament manuscripts, in Patristic texts, indeed even in Islamic texts,”'® 
as well as to the texts from Nag Hammadi, with the possible exception of 


713 John 14.9. There are about twenty-seven formulaic references to the sending of the 
Son by the Father. 

214 On the onuseta, cf. John 2.18-22. On the miracles reported only by John, see 2.1- 
10; 5.2-9; 9.1-12; 11.1-44a. On the Paraclete, see 14.26; 16.13 ff., cf. 14.16; 15.26; 16.7ff.; 
see also 20.22. On the miracles, see the excursus in section 16.4. 

“5 Resch 1906; Theissen/Merz 1998, 33-62 (GV = 1997, 48-72); Schneemelcher 
1991/1992 (GV = 1990); Klauck 2002 (ET = 2003a), which is at present the best German 
presentation of the problem. Cf. now also Ehrman/PleSe 2011; Markschies/Schroter 2012; 
Bockmuehl 2017. On the reworking of older sayings of the Lord in the Fourth Gospel, see 
Theobald 2002. Theobald speaks of “creative updating of the sayings of Jesus” (41). 

716 On the “agrapha,” see Klauck 2003a, 6-21 (GV = 2002, 16-34). We already find 
individual texts in the New Testament. A typical case is Acts 20.35 in Paul’s speech in 
Miletus. But 1 Thess 4.15ff. could also be reckoned to this. Other additions are found 
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the Gospel of Thomas. There may be individual sayings in the agrapha 
that possibly go back to Jesus. But this can hardly be made really proba- 
ble.*!’ With this we emphatically gainsay the currently popular attempts to 
find—or better, invent—new extra- and pre-Synoptic sources. 


A typical example is the “source wizardry” of J. D. Crossan.?'® With an 
almost divinatory gift, paired with historical recklessness, he postulates eight 
Gospel-like sources from the first “stratum,” i.e., from the time between 30 
and 60 CE, including the Urschrift of the Gospel of Thomas and Papyrus 
Egerton 2, both of which are said to come from the 50s CE; two apocry- 
phal papyrus fragments’!? from the third and fourth century, which clearly 
turn out to be secondary vis-a-vis Mark; the so-called Gospel of Hebrews,””” 
from which we possess only seven quotations from the church fathers and is 
likewise said to have arisen already in the fifties CE in Egypt; a collection of 
miracles supposedly common to John and Mark; and an apocalyptic scenario 
that is said to stand behind Matt 24 and Did. 16.””! The last “source,” a so- 
called “Cross Gospel” — which is reworked in the Gospel of Peter and again 
said to have been written “in the fifties . . . possibly at Sepphoris in Galilee” 
and which supposedly represents the only source for the passion stories of 
the canonical Gospels””’—is a pure phantasmagoria. In the Gospel of Peter, 
of which we possess a larger fragment from the passion story, the leading 
disciple of Jesus speaks in the first person. This does not happen in any of the 
older Gospels.” In reality it represents an anti-Jewish, fanciful-miraculous 
work from the middle of the second century, which already uses all four 


in Gospel manuscripts such as Codex D on Matt 20.28; Luke 6.4; 22.28, etc. The Islamic 
texts, which urgently require a monographic study, are found in Asin y Palacios 1919/1926. 

717 See the critical judgment of Hofius 1978; cf. also Hofius 1991; 2012. On the Coptic 
library of Nag Hammadi, see J. M. Robinson 1988; Schenke/Bethge/Kaiser 2001/2003. 

*!8 Crossan 1991, 427-34. 

*!9 On P. Egerton, see Klauck 2003a, 23-26 (GV = 2002, 36-40). On P. Vindob. 
G 2325, third century CE = Van Haelst 1978, nr. 589, cf. Mark 14.26-30: the text form 
of the logion is clearly secondary vis-a-vis Mark. On P.Oxy 10.1224, fourth century 
CE = Van Haelst 1978, nr. 587, cf. Mark 2.16-17; Matt 5.44; Mark 9.40; on this, see 
Schneemelcher 1991/1992, I: 113-14 (GV = 1990, 85-86); text in Aland 2005, 63, 84, 248. 
This text is also secondary vis-a-vis Mark 2.16-17; Luke 6.26 (Matt 5.44); and Mark 9.40. 

220 On the problem of Jewish Christian Gospels, see Klauck 2003a, 36-54 (GV = 
2002, 53-76): they extend into the Middle Ages. On the Gospel of the Hebrews, see 55-62. 
See also Frey 2003. 

2 The Didache knows, for its part, Matthew. See Kéhler 1987, 19-55 (51 ff., 55). 

?22 Cf. also Crossan 1988. 

223 Cf., by contrast, 2 Pet 1.16-18 or the Infancy Gospel of Thomas; see Schneemelcher 
1991/1992, I: 392 (GV = 1990, 353). 
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Gospels.” This wondrous multiplication of Gospels by Crossan continues in 
the second “stratum” between 60 and 80 CE. Five other apocryphal Gospels 
supposedly fall in this time: the Gospel of the Egyptians, the “Secret Gospel 
of Mark” discovered by Morton Smith (which we regard as a tendentious 
forgery), P.Oxy 5.840,” the second stratum of the Gospel of Thomas, a 
dialogue collection, which is inserted into the Dialogue of the Savior from 
Nag Hammadi,”’ and the semeia source, which supposedly underlies the 
Fourth Gospel.’”? Alongside these fourteen newly dated Gospel-like source 
writings from the time between ca. 60—80 CE stand as “canonical texts” only 
the authentic letters of Paul, Colossians, the Sayings Source, and the Gospel 
of Mark. No wonder that such a flood of “new sources” inspired the author to 
write an entirely new “life of Jesus” extending to nearly five hundred pages. 


We do well to be more modest. The Gospel of Thomas is divided today 
into 114 sayings. More than half of these are composed in the Synop- 
tic style. The others consist of “Gnostic” sayings. It arose in its Greek 
original form in a long process, which was concluded around the middle 
of the second century CE. The oldest Greek papyrus fragment must be 
dated to around 200 CE. The Coptic translation, which is strongly influ- 
enced by the Sahidic Gospel text, comes only from the fourth century 
CE. Vis-a-vis the Synoptic parallels the logia of the Gospel of Thomas 
clearly display a further developed form with a strongly standardized, 
dehistoricized, de-Judaized character, which has been “purified” from all 
eschatological features, sometimes in connection with an ascetically col- 
ored interpretatio gnostica, to which the introduction “these are the hidden 
sayings that the living Jesus spoke” already corresponds. Precisely these 
features make the Gospel of Thomas so popular among some scholars. It 
is certainly the early Christian writing that comes closest to the modern 


24 Mara 1973; Klauck 2003a, 82-88 (GV = 2002, 110-18); Hengel 2008c, 22-38 (ET 
= 2000b, 12-20). Ab circa 130 the Peter apocrypha accumulate; see 2 Peter, Preaching of 
Peter, Apocalypse of Peter, Gospel of Peter, and in the second half of the second century 
the Urschriften of the Acts of Peter and of the Pseudo-Clementines. 

*25 Smith 1973; Merkel 1974; Merkel 1990 (lit); Ehrman 2003, 68-89; Carlson 2005. 
Cf. now also Burke 2013. 

°26 Fourth/fifth century = Van Haelst 1978, nr. 585; Schneemelcher 1991/1992, I: 
92-94 (GV = 1990, 81-82). 

?27Tn our view, this is a very late gnostic text, which possibly emerged only in the third 
century and presupposes a developed Gnosticism. 

?28 Tts existence is entirely hypothetical; see Hengel 1993a, 246-48 (ET = 1989a, 
91-92); the stylistic unity of the Fourth Gospel militates against it. With Overbeck one 
could speak of a “scholars’ homunculus.” 
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esoteric.””” In the non-Synoptic logia, which among other things contain 
previously unknown parables, we can assume authenticity in one case 
or another. It is, however, difficult to justify this satisfactory in detail. It 
scarcely enlarges our knowledge about the historical Jesus. The work is 
interesting for the later post-Synoptic shaping of the Jesus tradition in a 
milieu that is typical for tendencies of the second century CE: 


More is expected of the Gospel of Thomas than the text can in fact pro- 
vide, when it is claimed that its testimony to the tradition about Jesus 
is equal or even superior to that of the synoptics. If we free it from 
this intolerable burden, we ourselves are free to discover the wealth of 
insights which its logia offer us.*°° 


The early apocryphal Gospels are interesting witnesses with regard to the 
theological experimental, gnosticizing or popular Christianity of the sec- 
ond century. For our attempts to approach Jesus historically, however, we 
must forgo them and content ourselves with the Synoptic texts as the one 
fundamental main source. We have no better sources. 


°?° Text with translation: Bethge 2005; Ehrman/Plese 2011, 303-49; Gathercole 2014. 
Greek fragments, which are questionable in part, also in Luhrmann 2000, 106-31 (P.Oxy 
1.654.655). Fieger 1991, 1-6 (6): “As the analysis of this single logion will show . . . we 
are not dealing with an independent Gospel tradition that is independent from the canoni- 
cal Gospels. . . . The Gospel of Thomas also does not make recourse to the Sayings Source 
Q, for almost always when traces of redactional work of individual evangelists can be 
identified with certainty, a knowledge of these redactional changes can also be identified in 
the Gospel of Thomas.” See already Schrage 1964, 8: “In fact, it will become evident .. . 
in the individual analysis that the possibility of a tradition that is independent of the Syn- 
optics cannot be excluded in the one case or the other, but otherwise Thomas primarily 
does not go back to a tradition stratum lying before and behind our Gospel.” Cf. now also 
Goodacre 2012; Gathercole 2012; Bockmuehl 2017, 170-75. Due to the fact that the oldest 
Greek text, POxy 1, is to be dated around 200 CE, Klauck 2003a, 107-22 (GV = 2002, 
142-62), decides on an origin ca. 120-140 in Syria. See further Schroter 1997. Vis-a-vis 
this state of affairs the remarks of Crossan and Koester 1990, 81-113, represent a step 
backwards. It is completely senseless to assume with Crossan 1991, 427, on the basis of 
logion 12 (for the sake of James, the brother of the Lord, heaven and earth were created), 
an origin before his stoning in 62 CE under the aegis of James in Jerusalem. One should not 
expect such megalomania of James. Matthew 16.16ff. was also probably not formulated 
during the lifetime of Peter, i.e., before 64 CE. Matthew only originated ca. 90-100 CE. 
See Hengel 2010a, 14-28 (GV = 2006b, 21-44). 

39K Jauck 2003a, 122 (GV = 2002, 162). 
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7.1 Jesus Biography, Oral Tradition, Eyewitness Testimony, 
Authority, and Textualization' 


In not a few studies on the Gospels one can read that they—perhaps with 
the exception of Luke—did not aim to be historical narratives let alone 
biographies but rather pure witnesses of faith and means of proclamation, 
so that for this reason the question of their historical content also misses 
their intention. The consequence of this opinion—which is connected 
with the criticism of the liberal Jesus scholarship of the nineteenth century 
and the newly discovered form criticism—was that the protestant Syn- 
optic exegesis from about 1920 has suffered in part from an acute loss of 
history and investigated the Synoptic texts only with a view to the respec- 
tive theologies of their authors in a redaction-critical kerygmatic way or, 
after the rise of linguistically oriented “literary criticism” in the seventies, 
with a view to their narrative strategies. The flood of redaction-critical or 
now literary-critical studies in recent decades has its basis here. In reality, 
however, all three Synoptic Gospels seek to narrate an event that lies in the 
temporal past, i.e., the history of Jesus, which does, of course, have fun- 
damental significance for the present of the authors, for what is narrated 
therein was already evayyéd.ov for Mark. All of them, even John, are 
indeed conscious of the difference between the time of Jesus and the later 
time of the community.* Both Mark and John emphasize that the disciples 
before Easter did not really understand Jesus’ activity, dignity, and way. 


' Jeremias 1970, 1ff. (GV = 1979, 13ff.); Roloff 1970; Hengel 1971a, 323ff. (= Hengel 
2007b, 289-305); Hengel 1980a (GV = 1984d); Hengel 1983b (ET = 1985b, 31-63); Stan- 
ton 1974; Byrskog 2000; Dunn 2003a. On the following text, see the somewhat expanded 
English version in Hengel 2005; on eyewitness testimony, cf. now Bauckham 2017. 

* See chapter 5. 
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The Gospels do not present an atemporal cult myth but rather basically 
pick up the Old Testament narrative of the “great acts of God’? toward 
his people Israel, which were outdone, indeed completed, in the activ- 
ity and death of Jesus, because Israel’s history has reached its divinely 
intended fulfillment and its goal in them.‘ Here Jesus and his work appear 
as the incomparably greatest and concluding act of God, as “eschatologi- 
cal event,” but in space and time, 1.e., in Galilee and Judaea at the time of 
John the Baptist, Pilate, and Herod Antipas, and at the same time as the 
beginning of the end of history. In the Gospels history and eschatologi- 
cal expectation are not experienced as an absolute opposition. One could 
speak, with a certain justification, of a—one-time— goal-oriented “end- 
history,” which had to be narrated. 

Thus, while it is true that from a modern standpoint the Gospels are 
not biographies, they can, by contrast, indeed be compared with ancient 
biographies and were understood in this way also in antiquity. Even in 
Plutarch, the most significant ancient biography, one sometimes seeks 
in vain for a true chronological ordering of the material, and in Suetonius 
this is the norm. Even where sayings and anecdotes are placed in a 
series, there is no discussion of the psychological development of the hero. 
Rather, from the beginning the hero corresponds to a firmly defined pic- 
ture. What stands in the foreground is neither the process of becoming nor 
the completeness but rather the ideal typical. Every part has the whole in 
view. Plutarch has at least two biographies that could be designated as 
“passion narratives with extended introductions.’ Lucian’s Demonax is 
an ancient biography that consists of anecdotes and often polemical say- 
ings but concludes with the self-determined death of the hero and seeks to 
present this hero as a model. It portrays a cynic philosopher from Cyprus 
(ca. 70-170) who lived in Athens, was highly regarded there, and died in 
old age through a refusal to eat.® 

From the beginning the motivation of the collection and passing down 
of the Synoptic tradition was to record the unique words and deeds of the 
Messiah Jesus extending to his atoning death on the cross and the miracle 
of his resurrection for the missionary preaching and the catechetical and 


3 Cf. Acts 2.11: ta peyadeia tod Oeod. LXX: Deut 11.2; Ps 71(LXX: 70).19; 
106(LXX: 105).21; Sir 18.4; 33(LXX: 36).7. 

4 Mark 1.14-15: menAHowtat 6 xa1edc. Cf. Luke 16.16; Gal 4.4. 

>In Cato the Younger (95-46 BCE), chapters 58-73 address the last stay in Utica in 
ca. 47/46 BCE. In Eumenes (362/61-316 BCE), chapters 10-18 are focused on the last 
four-year defensive battle against Antigonus. On the formulation, see Kahler 1988, 80 n. 11 
(GV = 1953, 59-60 n. 1: “Passionsgeschichten mit ausfiihrlicher Einleitung’’). 

On this, see K. Funk 1907; Cancik 1984. 
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paraenetic instruction of the community, the memorial celebration of the 
Lord’s Supper, and the dialogical controversy with outsiders. 

Jesus and his immediate disciples left no written testimonies that have 
been preserved for us. The ascriptions of Gospels to authors from the circle 
of the twelve are not historical. This applies to Matthew, to John, the son of 
Zebedee, and to the later “apocryphal” Gospels. The “sayings,” which Mat- 
thew, according to Papias, is said to have written down “in the Hebrew (that 
is, Aramaic) language,” were still not a Gospel and have not been preserved 
for us. A special case is “John the Elder,” whom Papias and the tradition of 
Asia Minor designate as a “disciple of the Lord” and who was identified 
from the beginning of the second century with John, the son of Zebedee. 
But this Jerusalem figure did not belong to the closest circle of the disciples 
of Jesus, and in the picture that he sketches of Jesus, the historical figure of 
Jesus is outshone by the majesty of the Son, who is equal with God and has 
been exalted to the Father. This means that even the claim to eyewitness 
testimony does not yet mean “historical” reliability.’ Even an eyewitness 
could, on the basis of his deeper christological insight established through 
Easter and the experience of the Spirit, sketch a picture of Jesus that, by our 
standards, no longer corresponds to “historical reality.” 

This lack of extremely early literary witnesses is very understandable. 
Whoever expects the end of the “old, evil world” to come relatively soon 
was not interested in a literary processing of history for posterity.® It is 
therefore no accident that the literary portrayal of the story of Jesus begins 
only with Mark after the death of the great witnesses of the first genera- 
tion in the sixties. Collections of sayings of Jesus could be several decades 
older, but they were not self-contained literary works but rather texts in 
notebook form,’ which were open to expansions, i.e., texts whose histo- 
ries of emergence we can no longer determine. Scholarship has invested 
much too much fantasy here. At best we can hypothesize on the basis of 
the Papias note that the oldest Aramaic prototype of these collections was 
connected with the name of the tax collector Matthew. '° 

On the other hand, Jesus’ words and deeds made a massive impact 
already during his lifetime. The “Twelve” sent out by Jesus already dis- 
seminated his message, and the leaders of the people regarded this as so 


7 See section 6.5 on John and what is said about Peter in section 6.4.1. Cf. also the 
caricature of gullible “eyewitnesses” in Lucian, Philopseudes and in Peregr. 39-40. Lucian 
shows knowledge of Christian tradition here; cf. 13—16. On fictive eyewitnesses, see below. 
On the problem, see Bauckham 2017. 

8 Scribal apocalyptic authors, such as the unknown author of Daniel or the John of 
Revelation, constitute an exception. The Jerusalem primitive community was precisely not 
a “scribal” apocalyptic movement. 

” On this, see Sato 1988. 

10 Papias apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.16. On this, see section 6.4.2 and the end of 
section 6.4.4. 
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dangerous that they quickly and decisively rendered him harmless in con- 
junction with the Roman prefect. This impact also included the fact that 
his hearers disseminated his words and deeds already back then.'! That 
this occurred even in the case of his opponents is shown by “the Pharisees 
and some of the scribes” who, according to Mark 7.1ff., came down from 
Jerusalem to Galilee in order to sound out the Jesus movement, and by the 
“false witnesses” in the trial of Jesus.'* The evangelists rightly emphasize 
the lasting impact of Jesus upon the people. It is a presupposition for the 
relatively rapid spread of the Jesus movement after Easter also outside of 
Galilee, for example in Jerusalem itself, including the emergence of the 
community of the Hellenists there, as Luke portrays this in Acts 2-6. 
After Easter the missionaries in the motherland and especially in the 
Greek-speaking diaspora needed concrete information about the “words 
and deeds of the Lord,’ i.e., the main components of his activity for their 
community-founding sermon, for in the form of narration they had to tes- 
tify to their hearers about what this crucified Messiah who was exalted by 
God had said and done. One can just as little call for belief in a wordless 
and deedless savior, in a mere bearer of a name and title, than for trust 
in an anonymous crucified man. They proclaimed a message that was too 
offensive—‘“‘a stumbling block to Jews and foolishness to Greeks” (1 Cor 
1.23)—for them to be able to recount nothing definite about this Jesus, 
especially since they were energetically opposed by their adversaries. Mis- 
sionary preaching was only possible argumentatively, and this included 
the words and deeds of Jesus. Arguments centered—this is still evident 
from Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho and from the Jewish informant of 
Celsus—not only on Old Testament “prophecies” but also very concretely 
on the person of Jesus, on the claim that he was not a deceiver, magician, 
or possessed person, for example. This is why Justin had to make recourse 
to the “reminiscences of the apostles.” This means, however, that the pro- 
claimed Jesus was more than a mere mathematical point. He could not 
be restricted only to a historical crucifixion and a mythical resurrection 
and exaltation, for he could not be reduced simply to the ominous “that 


' Cf. Mark 1.45; 3.8; Matt 4.24-25; 9.26; 14.1; Luke 4.14, 37; 6.17-18; and elsewhere. 

'2 Mark 14.56ff. = Matt 26.60ff. On the problem, see Schiirmann 1968b. 

'3 On the expression, see Papias according to Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15: ta 0x0 
tov xveiov 1 AexGEvta 7 MOaYOEvta; cf. Acts 1.1; Polybius 2.56.10 on the task of a histo- 
rian: TOV d€ TOAYHEVTWV Xai ONOVEVTOV uAT’ GANDELAV AVTO@V LWVNLOVEVELV MALITAV; 
Josephus, Ag. Ap. 1.55: Josephus praises himself as an eyewitness of the Jewish War: tT@v 
MEexPEvtOv 7) TOAYOHEVTMV OVS’ OTLODV GYVONnOAas. Gellius, Noctes Atticae 14.3.5, calls 
the Memorabilia of Xenophon dictorum atque factorum Socratis commentariii; cf. Quin- 
tilian, Inst. 9.2.59; Tacitus, Ann. 3.65.1; Petronius, Sat. 1.3: omnia dicta factaque. We are 
dealing with an expression that is common among historians and rhetoricians. 
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of his coming” of Rudolf Bultmann.'* Without the narration of Jesus tra- 
dition, which then found expression in the oldest Gospels, the formulaic 
“kerygma” would have been incomprehensible for the church from the 
very beginning. If he was to be proclaimed, the crucified Messiah Jesus 
of Nazareth would at the same time have had to be “potrayed before one’s 
eyes,” i.e., made present through vivid narration. Thus, all four Gospels 
necessarily tell a story, with Mark and Luke being closest to the histori- 
cal reality. That relatively little of this appears in the letters is connected 
with the fact that these are largely occasional writings that address specific 
problems in the community and with the fact that narration plays a second- 
ary role in the epistolary genre. The community-founding sermon is pre- 
served in the letters only in traces and in extremely abbreviated form.'® This 
means, however, that the primitive Christian emissaries were dependent on 
memories of Jesus from the beginning, and at first indeed also on their own 
experience with him. However, at the same time, people began to exchange 
such memories and presumably soon began to record them in more or less 
free note form for personal use—thus basic forms of the passion story as 


'4 The phrase appears in Bultmann 1971, 252, on John 5.19: “for his proclamation 
can only be the proclamation of the single fact of his coming, of the coming which is the 
eschatological event” (GV = Bultmann 1950, 189: “dai seine Verktindigung nur das eine 
Wort vom DaB seines Gekommenseins als dem eschatologischen Geschehen sein kann’). 
It does not even hold true for the Fourth Gospel, which reports not a few “facts” about 
Jesus. See Bultmann 1961, 117 (GV = 1948b, 148); cf. 1964, 21-23 (GV = 1965, 9-10; 
1967b, 449-50), though there we find the telling qualification “that the proficiency of the 
‘discipline of introduction,’ and hence the historical-critical analysis of the Synoptic Gos- 
pels which inquires into the objectively ascertainable history of Jesus, suffices only to 
corroborate the ‘that’ which the kerygma maintains in the face of a possible skepticism 
regarding Jesus’ historicity, and to illustrate it with a degree of possibility” (ET = 25-26; 
GV = 13-14; 454). The addition “What it cannot do, however, is to produce evidence that 
the historical continuity between Jesus and the kerygma is a material agreement” (ET = 
25-26; GV = 13-14 and 454-55) rests on a fundamental error. The “material agreement” 
is grounded for primitive Christianity in the personal identity of the human being Jesus (as 
the incarnate Son of God), who was crucified in Jerusalem, with the exalted Lord, which 
also included his entire “prophetic-Messianic” activity. For the sake of this identity and 
continuity, which was fundamental for the primitive community, they had to narrate the 
‘gospel’ as ‘story of Jesus’ and write Gospels. Bultmann could not understand this con- 
nection, because he ultimately regarded Christology only as a mythical speculation based 
on the delay of the parousia, which basically disturbed his existential interpretation. See 
already Bultmann 1933-1965, I: 265: “Not the what but the that of his (this means Jesus’, 
M.H./A.M.S.) proclamation is what is decisive.” Can one really separate the two? Bult- 
mann is rightly criticized by Késemann 1969a, 43-47, 52-53 (GV = 1960/1964, II: 49-52, 
57), and Strecker 1969, 470. 

'S Galatians 3.1: as the crucified one, to be sure. This, however, also includes what 
leads to crucifixion: cf. 1 Cor 2; 11.23-24; and 15.3ff. See Hengel 2004d. 

16 See section 6.2. 
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well as a variety of sayings and deeds of Jesus. The question is how much 
the kerygmatic ecclesiastical use and their own changing theological and 
political interests transformed the tradition in the selection and oral presen- 
tation. The changes—especially the shortenings and simplifications — were 
considerable here. From the abundance of material that was available at the 
beginning the majority has been lost. 

Form criticism, which emerged with the end of the First World War, 
attempted to grasp this oral tradition before it came to be fixed in writing. 
Inspired by the Old Testament scholar Hermann Gunkel and folklore stud- 
ies, form criticism was concerned—in the footsteps of Herder—to work 
out, by means of an analysis of the Synoptic Gospels, the forms of the 
preliterary tradition and its development and to infer from this its setting 
in the life of the community and often also its secondary emergence. It was 
now no longer the apostles, prophets, or teachers, who encounter the com- 
munity as an authority, but rather the community itself as a creative col- 
lective, which not only shaped the tradition but often created it anew. The 
frequently used imprecise term Gemeindebildung (formation or invention 
of the community) now became dominant in Gospel criticism, although 
it usually says little about what is actually decisive, namely when, where, 
and why a tradition was “formed.” Here the “hypothesis” of an origin with 
Jesus is simply replaced by the hypothesis of a post-Easter fiction, which 
is said to satisfy the “needs of the community.”!’ At bottom the entire 
Jesus tradition could, of course, be designated as Gemeindebildung, for it 
was by members of the community that this was kept in memory, trans- 
lated into Greek, formed, and proclaimed freshly again and again into new 
situations. One ought either to define this vague term when it is first used 
or refrain from using it. The stark opposition ‘authentic Jesus tradition / 
Gemeindebildung’ overly simplifies the complexity of the matter. It is as 
misleading as the antithesis between “facticity” and “fictionality,’ which 
is popular today. Both are present in every narrative. Even pure “fiction” 
is based in some way on the observation of facts. 

The starting point was—according to the protagonist Martin 
Dibelius—the view that in the case of the Synoptic Gospels we are dealing 
with Klein-Literatur (popular or unsophisticated literature), in which “the 
personality of the author recedes into the background,” a literature that is 
largely compiled from anonymous “Sammelgut’ (collected or traditional 


'7 Tt is curious that we do not possess a community logion that lets the problem of the 
circumcision-free mission preaching vis-a-vis the Gentiles be decided by a saying of Jesus. 
Circumcision, which soon becomes so controversial, is mentioned only in relation to John 
the Baptist and Jesus (Luke 1.59; 2.1). One did not produce logia of Jesus according to 
“need.” 
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material), which originally presented itself in small units and was shaped 
and expanded in the collective of the community according to “form- 
building laws.”'® Rudolf Bultmann analyzed all this material and divided 
it in the oral tradition according to his “forms,”’? though his often radi- 
cal decisions about genuineness were based not so much on the form but 
rather on the content, such as when he explained almost all the narrative 
material, especially all the miracle stories, which he ascribed to the “Hel- 
lenistic community,” and almost all the controversy dialogues as unhis- 
torical, as well as all sayings in which Jesus refers to his sending in the first 
person. His approach shows that he largely makes evaluative judgments, 
which testify to the “prejudgment” of the interpreter. 

Here the narrative material was judged much more critically than the 
sayings tradition, which is more consistent in its phrasing in the Synoptic 
comparison. On the other hand, despite the variable form of narration, 
conspicuous experiences stick better in one’s memory than the wording 
of proclamation that is heard, unless this was repeated a number of times, 
which was probable for the preaching of Jesus. It is incomprehensible that 
the event that must have most deeply imprinted itself upon the memory, 
the passion story, fell victim to the knife of criticism, with the exception of 
some paltry remains.”° This new radical point of view met with an enthu- 
Siastic response in Germany after the First World War, and even more so 
after the Second World War in Germany for the following reasons: 


1. Because it corresponded through the emphasis on the sermon and 
the worship service in the formation of the material to the dialec- 
tic Word of God theology, which was especially interested in the 
proclamatory character of the primitive Christian tradition. 

2. Because through this the liberal life-of-Jesus research of the nine- 
teenth century, which in part had misunderstood the Gospels as 
“biographies” in the modern sense and sought to build its “mod- 
ern” Christology on the picture of Jesus gained through histori- 
cal reconstruction, was also led ad absurdum. To the extent that 
theological thinking has again turned in a positive way to the 


'8 Dibelius 1919, 1-4 = 1933, 1-8 (ET = Dibelius 1971, 1-8). Cf. Dibelius 1922, 129. 
See also Bultmann 1934b, 29-30 (GV = 1966, 20; 1933-1965, IV: 12), and the heading 
of § 4 (1934b, 32; 1966, 22): “The Laws Governing Popular Narrative and Tradition.” On 
this, see below with notes 38—40. 

'? Bultmann 1963 (GV = 1921; 1931; 1995). 

20 On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 2001, 45-63, 133-63 (ET = Hengel 1995, 41-58, 
no equivalent). 


262 Jesus and Judaism 


nineteenth century since the 1980s, historical Jesus research has 
gained in interest once again.”! 

3. In the footsteps of Wellhausen and Wrede, K. L. Schmidt in par- 
ticular had, prior to Bultmann and Dibelius, demonstrated the 
unhistorical character of the redactional framework in Mark, 
which made, according to this perspective, every attempt to write 
a life of Jesus impossible.*? With corresponding sharpness he criti- 
cized the ancient historian E. Meyer’s attempt to write a portrayal 
of Jesus on the basis of the oldest Gospel according to Mark.” 

4. Because there stands behind this a certain disinterest—which is 
connected with dialectical theology and is obvious in Bultmann—in 
all historical realities, which, as objectifying bruta facta that are 
to hand, are supposedly not relevant theologically, reinforced by 
the endeavor to demonstrate one’s own “scholarliness” by means 
of the most radical criticism and to avoid every historical question 
that somehow appears apologetic.”* 


In itself the form-critical question could become fruitful for the exe- 
gesis of the Synoptic texts, for through it the development and shaping 
of the individual units became more transparent. Thus, in his monograph 
on the parables of Jesus and in his presentation of the proclamation of 


71 A typical example is the excellent Lehrbuch of Theissen/Merz 1998 (GV = 1997). 
Gerd Theissen, a student of the radical critic Philip Vielhauer, who revised for many years 
the supplement to Bultmann’s Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition, appears to have 
experienced a certain “conversion.” See also his inspiring preliminary studies under the 
title Lokalkolorit und Zeitgeschichte in den Evangelien. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der 
synoptischen Tradition (Theissen 1989b; ET = 1992: The Gospels in Context: Social and 
Political History in the Synoptic Tradition), in which the volte face is clearly prepared. On 
the nineteenth century, see section 5.2. 

?? Schmidt 1919. On the one hand, the observations of K. L. Schmidt must largely 
be affirmed: “But on the whole there is no life of Jesus in the sense of a developing life 
story, no chronological outline of the story of Jesus, but only individual stories, pericopes, 
which are placed in a framework” (317). On the other side he must also concede that in 
Mark’s introductions to the pericopes “the remains of an itinerary are still present” (317). 
Unfortunately, Schmidt does not inquire further about where Mark has acquired the geo- 
graphical and other numerous historical details from his framework and the “summary 
supports” connected with it. “Memory” or “tradition” is in play in a free manner also in the 
“framework.” Moreover, the “rough framework” in Mark is indeed accurate historically: 
see point 4 in section 6.4.1. 

°3.On this, see note 72 in chapter 5. 

4 On the rejection of “objectifying thinking” in general in favor of the “existentialist 
historicality,” see Hengel 2002, 413ff. Kahler 1896, 105-6 (= 1953, 43; there is no equiva- 
lent in Kahler 1988) already polemicized against the “bruta facta obtained by historical 
scholarship, which would lie as a dead stone at the beginning of the development of Chris- 
tianity.” Here the meaning of historical research is misunderstood and distorted. 
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Jesus, Joachim Jeremias made rich use of it,” since with its aid the emer- 
gence of the Synoptic texts could time and again be better analyzed. What 
was questionable, however, was the establishment of it as absolute and the 
attempt to make negative judgments about the genuineness of large parts 
of the Synoptic tradition solely on the basis of form-critical observations, 
judgments which often gave the impression of decrees rather than insights 
gained by historical-philological arguments. 

Since then more recent literary-critical research has demonstrated that 
the Gospels were precisely not “only to the smallest extent authors” and 
“principally collectors, vehicles of tradition, and editors.” Through the 
shaping of the material Mark is already a dramatic storyteller who argues 
theologically. To be sure, it would be just as false to turn him, as some like 
to do currently, into the author of the first “Jesus novel.” 

As we have said previously, Mark does not only seek to proclaim the 
gospel through his narration of the story of Jesus. With his new, revolu- 
tionary work he steps forth as an authority who was already known in the 
church and was also recognized as such by the communities who used 
his Gospel. Therefore, from the very beginning this Gospel was not cir- 
culated anonymously. Thus, just as the Old Testament writings all had 
titles, which were specified before they were read in the worship service 
(after all, the hearers had to know what text was being read), so too there 
were titles for the new writings of the community of the Messiah Jesus.7’ 
The title pointed to the authority of the author. The genuine letters of Paul 
(the only certain written witnesses before Mark), above all Galatians and 
1 Corinthians, and Acts stress the prominent position of the individual 
apostles and teachers. They were also the tradents and shapers of the Jesus 
tradition, to whom the communities looked,*® especially Cephas-Peter.”’ 


>> Jeremias 1972, 23-114 (GV = 1998, 19-115); Jeremias 1970 (GV = 1979). 

6 Dibelius 1971, 3 (GV = 1919; 1933, 2). On Mark as a brilliant narrator, see the 
evaluation of the ancient philologist Gunter Zuntz (Zuntz 1984a, 222): “a masterwork 
of astonishing originality” —in contrast to the form-critical school’s verdict that he is a 
“mere compiler.” Zuntz also estimates the historical value of the Gospel as not small and 
dates it very early, already around 40 CE: see Zuntz 1984b. W. Schadewaldt 1985 (GV = 
1982) also came to a similar conclusion; on this, see the biographical introduction of Maria 
Schadewaldt (M. Schadewaldt 1985; GV = 1982). 

7 On the Old Testament, cf. Mark 1.2 (with incorrect prophet name); 7.6; 12.35; Luke 
3.4; 4.17; 20.42; 24.44; Acts 1.20; 8.28; 13.33; Matt 3.3, etc. Writings without titles were 
not usable in the worship service. On this, see Hengel 1984b (ET = 1985b, 64-84); Hengel 
2008c, 71-95 (ET = 2000b, 38-54). 

*8 First Cor 1.12; 9.1ff.; 15.1-11; Gal 1 and 2. 

?° On this, see Bultmann’s own judgment (quoted in section 6.5 above). On Cephas in 
Paul, see Hengel 2010a, 48-79 (GV = 2006b, 78-129). 
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Individual passages in the letters*? show how much the past of the last 
twenty—twenty-five years and the person of the great authorities were pres- 
ent in the communities. Are we to believe that this did not also apply to the 
“history of Jesus”? The importance of a tradition was dependent not least 
on the authority of the tradents or of the author. This fundamental problem 
was overlooked in form criticism. 

The weakness of Bultmann’s position was made clear by his form- 
critical comrade-in-arms Martin Dibelius in two reviews: 


It must be stated with all due emphasis that Bultmann’s skepticism in all 
questions of historicality is not necessarily connected with form-critical 
standards but with his conception of the nature of the primitive Chris- 
tian community as well as with his emphasis on the difference between 
Palestinian and Hellenistic Christianity. 


One could also point here to the receding of “high Christology,” which is 
already important in Paul. 

Precisely this difference, indeed opposition, has been strongly rela- 
tivized in the past decades. The Hellenistic community has—as Acts 6 
demonstrates—its origin in Jerusalem, and the numerous tradents such 
as Mark, Barnabas, Philip, Paul, and others could be called “Graeco- 
Palestinians,’ who had connections to both communities or stood 
between them. Here, as Dibelius rightly emphasized, the differences of 
the communities are 


less important for the form-critical line of questioning. For the Gospels 
demonstrate in the clearest possible way how little the influence of more 
recent theological ideas upon the material of the Gospels was at bottom; 
otherwise Kyrios-faith and sacramental theology would have had to have 
made themselves felt much more strongly.*! 


30 One need only think of Gal 1.15ff. and 2.1ff., 11ff.; 1 Cor 1.12ff.; 9.1ff.; 15.1-11; 
cf. also the individual names listed in Rom 16. 

3! Dibelius 1932, 1109 on Bultmann 1931; see also Dibelius 1922 on Bultmann 1921. 
Dibelius’ protest is directed, among other things, against the “transgression of the limits 
of pure form-critical method” and against the radical skepticism in questions of genu- 
ineness, behind which stands an “unrestricted subjectivism,” “which rests on a lack of 
congenial empathy (Einfiihlung).” The capacity to make historical decisions was never 
Bultmann’s strength. This is also evident in his criticism of H. Lietzmann’s Geschichte der 
Alten Kirche (Bultmann 1934a; 1939; reprinted in 2002, 293-99, 377-84). Lietzmann has 
been proved to be historically correct in most of the places where Bultmann criticized him. 
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This means that the Synoptic Gospels, which emerged between ca. 70 and 
100 CE, have—in comparison with the roughly simultaneous theological 
development (Ephesians, Hebrews, | Peter, | Clement, Pastoral Epistles, 
Letters of Ignatius)—a strikingly “conservative” character, which 1s still 
oriented to Jewish Palestine, whether they arose in Rome (Mark), perhaps 
in Greece (Luke),** or in southern Syria or Palestine (Matthew). 


It is typical of this that in Mark (and the lists of disciples that depend on him), 
James, the son of Zebedee, who was executed by Agrippa I in 43 CE, always 
stands in the first position before his brother John,** who outlived him, despite 
the fact that he no longer had any significance for the community afterward. 
It is first Luke who changes the order in three places, while retaining the old 
Markan order in other texts.** For him John, the son of Zebedee, who proba- 
bly outlived his brother James for quite some time, had obtained significance 
as a tradent, a feature that is confirmed by Gal 2.9, where John is mentioned, 
after James the brother of the Lord and Cephas-Peter, as the last of the three 
“pillars.” The fact that, conversely, the Palestinian community itself—which 
from precisely this persecution by Agrippa I until the stoning of James, the 
brother of the Lord, in 62 CE had stood under the latter’s leadership—no 
longer had influence on the Synoptic tradition since the beginning of the 40s 
CE can be seen in the fact that James and the other brothers of Jesus play 
no positive role in the Gospels. The evangelists knew that they had not yet 
belonged to his followers at the time of Jesus.*® 


To be sure, we can say that the whole Synoptic tradition, as it is available 
to us in the Greek language, obtained its final literary form only in the 
Greek-speaking communities. This, however, does not yet entail a judg- 
ment about the historicity of the traditions. Dibelius points here to a con- 
cession of Bultmann: 


32 Thus the oldest Gospel prologue; see Aland 2005, 549; cf. Jiilicher/Fascher 1931, 312. 

33 Acts 12.1-2. See the excursus on the Caligula crisis in section 3.1.4; cf. Mark 10.35. 

34 Mark 1.19, 29; 3.17; 5.37; 9.2; 10.35, 41; 13.3; 14.33; Matthew mentions the two 
brothers only three times with their full names; he speaks three times of the “sons” of Zebe- 
dee. There are adjustments of order in Luke 8.51; 9.28; Acts 1.13; cf. 12.2; the old order is 
found in Luke 5.10; 6.14; 9.54. In Acts he places John next to Peter in 3.1-4.11; 8.14 ff. He 
lets James recede; cf., however, 12.1-2. 

3° Mark 6.3 = Matt 13.55: in the first position of the four brothers of Jesus. See section 
8.3. Cf. also the negative reference in John 7.5. See further Acts 1.14; 12.17; 15.13; 21.17: 
Luke got to know him on Paul’s journey to Jerusalem. He is made prominent only with 
Gos. Thom. 12. On this, see Hengel 2002, 557ff. 


266 Jesus and Judaism 


The individual controversy dialogues may not be historical reports of 
particular incidents in the life of Jesus, but the general character of his 
life is rightly portrayed in them, on the basis of historical recollection.** 


The reviewer states with regard to this that this judgment would also have 
to apply of course “in relation to other groups of material,’ and explicitly 
mentions the miracle stories.*’ Beyond this, one would especially need to 
mention the passion story. Here, we must go even further than Dibelius 
and say that the sort of general judgments that Bultmann makes, in an 
aversion to the concreteness and contingency of historical processes, are 
usually misleading. The problem is that we, due to a lack of comparable 
statements in the sources, cannot prove the historicity of individual events 
and that there is too much maneuvering room for personal judgments. This 
makes it all the more important to ask about their plausibility or probabil- 
ity. This presupposes, among other things, a good knowledge of the Juda- 
ism of the time and its social and political environment, an area in which 
Bultmann and his students were not very interested. 

A misjudgment that misled form-critical research from the beginning 
was the claim that there were clear “laws” of the oral (and written) com- 
munity tradition,** which must also have determined the history of the 
synoptic tradition. Against this E. Fascher had already protested.” E. P. 
Sanders does so 1n a succinct manner: 


°° Bultmann 1963, 50, our emphasis (GV = 1995, 52). Bultmann continues, “And 
just as such recollections were preserved in connection with certain places . . . without the 
localization of a particular dialogue being necessarily historical, so is the Tradition also 
capable of using recollections that are otherwise historical, e.g. in the statement about 
the attitude of the relatives to Jesus in Mk. 3.31... or about his intercourse with the tax- 
gatherers” (our emphasis). Apart from the fact that here “is . . . capable of using” ought to 
be replaced with “must have used,” this memory depends not on the anonymous collective 
of communities, since this knew nothing, after all, about Jewish Palestine, but on the eye- 
witnesses and authoritative tradents. 

37 On the miracle stories, see section 16.1. 

38 See already Schmidt 2002, 40-41 (GV = 1923, 88-89; Schmidt 1981, 79), with 
appeal to W. Bousset. Cf. further Dibelius 1933, 1ff. (ET = 1971, 1ff.), and Bultmann 1921, 
2-4, who judges somewhat more cautiously in Bultmann 1931, 1-8, but makes judgments 
that are all the more definitive. 

* Fascher 1924, 25, 84, 94, 142ff., 225: “. . . but one will not be able to say that 
Bultmann has clearly worked out ‘the laws of tradition’—as he calls them in the introduc- 
tion (Bultmann 1921, 3)—and presented them as fruit of the analysis. He speaks of all 
kinds of motives that have had an influence on the material but they are not ‘the laws of 
tradition.’ In the places where he speaks of laws . . . one has rather the impression that one 
has before one a recipe of the analyst” (143). Unfortunately, Bultmann does not take into 
account the criticism of Fascher in his second edition (Bultmann 1931). See also Schneider 
1962, 406. Later, Giittgemanns 1979, 214, objected to the possibility of establishing “the 
specific details of a regular process that can be applied form-critically [i.e., with respect to 
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There are no hard and fast laws of the development of the Synoptic tra- 
dition. On all counts the tradition developed in opposite directions. It 
became both longer and shorter, both more and less detailed, and both 
more and less Semitic. . . . For this reason, dogmatic statements that a 
certain characteristic proves a certain passage to be earlier than another 
are never justified. . . . For this reason, we must always give room for 
human differences and be alert to the editorial tendencies of each par- 
ticular writer.*° 


This means that form-critical judgments in the sphere of the preliter- 
ary tradition remain very uncertain. We stand on relatively firm ground 
only when we can compare texts. The fact that “we must always give 
room for human differences” also already applies of course to the primi- 
tive Christian teachers and tradents of the oral tradition. In their case we 
are dealing not so much with an event that is one-sidedly collective and 
governed by laws but rather with a relatively free event that is bound to 
persons and connected with the theological competency—and this means 
authority—of the tradents as eyewitnesses and teachers. 

Another factor that has been neglected in form criticism is therefore 
personal memory that is bound to an individual, memory that can retain 
what has been seen and heard for decades. It is closely connected with 
the reports of “eyewitnesses.”*! The individual initially has memory for 


the historical development of forms, formgeschichtlichen] in every case” (Giittgemanns’ 
emphasis; GV = 1970, 152-53: “aber keine Aufstellung einer in allen Fallen anzuwenden- 
den formgeschichtlichen Gesetzesmabigkeit” [Giittgemanns’ emphasis]). The approach of 
Bultmann’s radical criticism was questionable from the very beginning, both for method- 
ological reasons and because a false picture of primitive Christianity stood behind it. See 
Bultmann 1963, 5 (our emphasis; GV = 1995, 6): “Dibelius can no more get a clear idea 
of the motives of the life of the community without first making some inquiry about forms, 
than I, in my analysis can dispense with a provisional picture of the primitive community 
and its history, which has to be turned into a clear and articulated picture in the course 
of my inquiries.” This is a fateful petitio principii, through which his misleading view of 
primitive Christianity is hardened all the more: “Hence an essential part of my inquiry 
concerns the one chief problem of primitive Christianity, the relationship of the primitive 
Palestinian and Hellenistic Christianity” (idem, our emphasis). He has specified precisely 
this relationship in a—fundamentally—false way. For criticism of Bultmann’s method, see 
also the detailed analyses of Baasland 1992. 

40 Sanders 1969, 272 (Sanders’ emphasis). Affirmed by Theissen 1983, 174-75 (GV = 
1974, 175-76), who therefore speaks only of “tendencies of the tradition.” 

“Luke 1.2: xa0m¢ naQédooav Hiv of aw’ Goris abtomtOL xal VaNoEéTOL yevo- 
uevot tov AOYoOu. On the significance of autopsy for ancient doctors, see L. Alexander 
1993, 3441; for the historical convention, see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 20—21 (no equiva- 
lent in ET); on the prologue and eyewitness testimony, see Hengel 2012b (GV = 2007a); 
Bauckham 2017. See also Hengel 2005. 
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himself, with the consequence that many “individuals” then “exchange 
memories” and can thus supplement and control their “treasure of memo- 
ries.” One often knows, even after many years, from whom one has heard a 
certain anecdote (for example about a scholar). Without writing them down, 
one can “save” such anecdotes and preserve them for a lifetime, though the 
wording can change slightly in the narration with the point remaining 
the same. The names of tradents can also remain in the memory.” In Mark 
there are multiple references to individual names as possible guarantors 
of memory, such as Simon of Cyrene, the father of Alexander and Rufus, 
who were apparently still known to the Roman community at the time of 
Mark.* By contrast, Luke and Matthew omit the names of the two sons. 
Other figures are Joseph of Arimathea, the healed blind man Bartimaeus in 
Jericho, and the leader of the synagogue Jairus in Capernaum.* The few 
names that Mark mentions, in addition to the twelve, primarily in connec- 
tion with the passion of Jesus, point to this decisive point. Here we should 
not forget the women who are mentioned by name. Mary Magdalene usu- 
ally stands at the head in the lists of women. This shows her significance, 
which can be compared only with that of Peter.” When the other names 
of women vary in Luke and Matthew, this could be connected with dis- 
putes over their “authority” as guarantors of tradition. Where the disciples 
fail, they and others enter in.*° This fact already makes it impossible to 


a Widespread are, for example, characteristic anecdotes about Adolf Schlatter 
(1852-1938). They invite a collection due to their originality. From the University of Ber- 
lin of the 1920s one could hear “apophthegmata” of Elias Bickermann, who was born in 
1898, came to Berlin in 1921, and died in 1981. By contrast, he never spoke about his 
youth in St. Petersburg and the horrible time between 1917 and his emigration in 1921! See 
Hengel 2004b. The New Testament scholar O. Bauerfeind (1879-1972) told an anecdote 
about the late F. C. Baur (1792-1860). He heard it from his teacher Eduard von der Goltz, 
and he, in turn, from his father, Hermann (1835-1906), who had attended Baur’s lectures 
on Revelation. He is said to have commented with respect to the number 666 in Rev 13.17- 
18: “And Hengstenberg in Berlin says that’s me.” We could recount not a few anecdotes 
that reach back eighty to a hundred years and are based on controlled oral tradition. 

* Mark 15.21; cf. Rom 16.13; see section 21.2. 

44 Mark 10.46ff.; Matt 20.30 (cf. 9.27) makes two anonymous blind men out of this. 
Luke 18.35 also drops the name; cf. also Luke 10.38ff.; 19.1-10. On Joseph of Arimathea, 
see Mark 15.43. On Jairus, see Mark 5.22 = Luke 8.41. Matthew 9.18 omits the name and 
title. This could be connected with his “anti-synagogal aversion.” Thus, names need not 
always be additions. They can also eliminated in the simplification of the tradition. On the 
problem of eyewitnesses, memory, and narrative, see Byrskog 2000. 

 Hengel 1963. 

4© See Mark 15.40. The fact that the names of the women vary somewhat shows only 
that there was a larger circle in which certain claims were then made later. Above all, one 
may regard Joanna, the wife of the Herodian finance minister Chuza, in Luke as a tradent 
(8.3; 24.10). On this, see Bauckham 2002, 110-13, 186—94, and elsewhere. 
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regard Mark’s passion story as pure fiction.*” One is not permitted to speak 
in general of novelistic embellishment with respect to the mentioning of 
names. On the contrary, the tradition has a tendency to cause names to 
disappear.** Here the phenomenon of oral history, which is in line with the 
situation of the disciples of Jesus and of the primitive community, should 
be drawn upon more strongly for the understanding of the Jesus tradition.” 
The—Synoptic—Gospels are not primarily literary fiction. Rather, they 
claim to present real events of the past in the form of “stories” about the 
words and deeds of Jesus. This is ultimately based on eyewitness testi- 
mony, even if it was reshaped time and again for the purpose of missionary 
proclamation and teaching in the worship service.*’ The figure of Damis in 
Philostratus’ novelistic Life of Apollonius of Tyana shows, conversely, that 
an invented eyewitness plays a central role as a guarantor of tradition in a 
literary fiction. In our view, Philostratus knew the Gospels and composed 
his work as a presentation of the true Greek philosophical religion against 
the growing influence of the Christians (see note 6 in chapter 6). Perhaps 
in his work the fictive Damis is meant to take the place of the disciples and 
Peter, who were, by contrast, not fictions. 

However, these objections against a skepticism that is at bottom 
inimical to history secure for us no real “historical certainty” in indi- 
vidual cases. This can hardly exist in this milieu of tradition. Only very 
little can really be “conclusively proved.’*! Precisely the investigations 
of the ‘oral history’—which usually extend over three generations, 1.e., a 
period of time, which is still significantly less than the ca. forty—seventy 
years between the reported events and the Synoptic Gospels—have dem- 
onstrated that oral traditions based on memory are also often erroneous, 
even in the case of eyewitnesses. Without the control of a calendar, these 
usually cannot retain larger chronological connections, but, in a similar 
manner as the Gospels, retain and rework individual episodes and con- 
cise scenes, anecdotes, parables, and short blocks of sayings. This already 
applies to our own memory, which often fails us when we want to assign 
a precise date to earlier experiences. Thus, the framework of the Gospels, 


47 On this, see Schwemer 2001c, 153-62. 

48 Thus, in Matthew and Luke in some cases. See note 44 above. 

4 On this, see Henige 1982; Vansina 1985; and Ungern-Sternberg/Reinau 1988. This 
last work includes the important demarcation “This does not include the investigation of the 
preserved epics . . . portrayed conditions . . . nor—despite overlaps in individual cases— 
the broad field of the relations and interactions between orality and literature” (1-2 n. 1). 

°° On this, see Byrskog 2000. 

>! The requirement to “conclusively prove” something appears far too often in New 
Testament literature and indicates a deficient historical awareness of the problem. We must 
often be content with substantiated, plausible hypotheses. 
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into which everything is integrated, must often be secondary; this, how- 
ever, does not mean that it is always unhistorical.°? The summarizing 
frame narratives, for example in Mark and Luke, could indeed contain 
valuable facts and characteristics.°*> Moreover, the so-called ideal scenes 
could point to a real event by summarizing different similar events in a 
paradigmatic scene. 

The gap between the Aramaic mother tongue of Jesus and the Greek 
Gospels constitutes another problem. Since nonliterary, basic knowledge 
of Greek, 1.e., bilingualism and trilingualism, was relatively widespread 
in Jewish Palestine, including Galilee,°* and a Greek-speaking com- 
munity established itself already in Jerusalem soon after Easter, we can 
assume that this linguistic transformation began early. The spread of the 
new movement into the Greek-speaking cities of Palestine, Phoenicia, 
and Syria also occurred rapidly and was only possible because missionary 
emissaries proclaimed their message in the Greek language. We already 
find them around ca. 32/33 CE in Damascus. Presumably a portion of the 
earliest disciples of Jesus were bilingual and could therefore also proclaim 
in simple Greek what one had heard and seen. This may have applied 
already to Cephas-Peter, Andrew, Philip,°> and John. Mark, who had a 
better literary education in Jerusalem than the Galilean fishermen, also 
belonged in this milieu.*° 

The kerygmatic purpose, apologetic interests, and development of 
christological thought over a more extended period of time of multiple 
decades also determined the selection and formation of the reliable tra- 
ditional material, which gradually became smaller. In this process differ- 
ences must have arisen, and secondary material could have entered in. It 
involved a certain difference whether a Gospel was written in southern 
Syria on the border of Palestine, as with Matthew, or in Rome, as with 
Mark, and whether the community was predominantly Jewish Christian 
or Gentile Christian. This makes the agreement of the Synoptic Gos- 
pels, which arose in very different locations and in a period of time of 


>? See, e.g., Merchal 1988 and Wirk 1988. See also note 6 on Lucian in this chapter. 

>3 We also encounter this in many summaries in Acts. 

>4 Aramaic, Hebrew as religious language, and Greek. In some cases Latin would also 
be spoken. Thus, probably in the case of Paul as a Roman citizen who not only desires to 
travel to Rome but also to Spain. On the linguistic situation in Palestine, see Hengel 2003a, 
I: 58-61, 103-6 (GV = 1988, 108-14, 191-95); Hengel 1996a, 1-90. 

°° Cf. John 12.20ff.: Greek festival pilgrims come to Philip in Jerusalem and want to 
see Jesus. He tells Andrew and the two go to Jesus with this wish. For John the first step 
to the mission among non-Jews is indicated here, as already in chapter 4. 

=< Hengel 2002, 1-67; Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 43-60 (ET = 1997, 24-35). See also 
Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 
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ca. twenty—thirty years, all the more striking. It shows that on the whole 
the Jesus tradition was handled in a careful manner, even in the case of 
Matthew, the Synoptic author with the clearest theological profile, after 
90 CE. Despite all his individual creative activity, he often largely pre- 
served the wording of his often heavily abbreviated Markan material. His 
handling of Luke and the material from the sayings tradition is similar. It 
was this conservative stance in conjunction with the geographical proxim- 
ity to Palestine, the Jewish-rabbinic character, the strong Jewish Christian 
influence, and the incorrectly interpreted tradition about the “Hebrew” 
Matthew that gave the—later, pseudepigraphic—First Gospel a seemingly 
greater authenticity vis-a-vis the other Gospels in antiquity and also in 
modern research until the end of the nineteenth century. 

Finally, the wishes, questions, and impetuses of the hearers (more than 
the readers) also had an influence on the shaping of the Gospels and the 
tradition that preceded them. The primitive Christian worship services 
included discussions and the posing of questions.°’ Thus, in his account, 
Luke certainly caters to the expectations of the “most excellent Theophi- 
lus” and his circle, not least by passing over uncomfortable material in 
silence, while Mark in Rome may still be shaped by the experience of 
the Neronic persecution, where we first hear of the crucifixion of Chris- 
tians. Moreover, the upheavals of the Roman civil war have influenced 
him. By contrast, Matthew is in conflict with the reinvigorated synagogue 
in Palestine, just as John is a bit later in Asia Minor. In opposition to a 
predominantly “formalistic” approach, we should endeavor—more than 
has been done previously—to place the Gospels and their traditions as 
precisely as possible in time and space and to be prepared to take note of 
clear indications such as the Latinisms in Mark, Luke’s unsettlement by 
the destruction of the temple, and Matthew’s controversy with rabbinic 
teachers.** 

To us it also appears significant that the authors of the Gospels were 
teachers with authority who were already older and not neophytes, let 
alone unknown Gentile Christians. They did not gaze spellbound at their 
own restricted present and the acute problems of their respective com- 
munities but rather surveyed a larger period of time. As such, they each 
sought in their own way to express the fundamental salvific event that 
occurred forty to seventy years earlier. In doing so they presumably also 
introduced the experiences of their missionary and teaching activity, which 
extended over decades. 


>7 First Corinthians 14.29ff., 35; cf. Acts 19.9; 20.7. 
>8 On Mark, see Hengel 1984a (ET = 1985b, 1-30). On Matthew and Luke, see Hen- 
gel 2008c, 320-53 (ET = 186-207). 
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On the other hand, our possibilities for reconstruction remain limited. 
Droysen, in his Historik, already objected to the erroneous notion that we 
could “provide an image of this or that past time.” 


For it could be only a picture of fantasy, since that which would have to 
be portrayed is no longer available but can exist only in our imagination. 


The task of the historian 


can only consist in understanding the memories and traditions, the 
remains and monuments of a past in such a way that from the materials 
that are still available to us we seek to understand through investigation 
what the ones thus... acting .. . desired. . .. From the material, which 
always contains gaps, we seek to understand them, their desires and their 
actions, the conditions of their desires, and the effects of their actions.°° 


Precisely this is also the—limited—task of the quest for Jesus and his 
community of disciples as historical figures from two thousand years ago. 
In another context Droysen stresses in a similar way that 


“the objective facts . . . in their reality are not at all available to our 
research. ... What happens is understood and unified as a connected 
event, as a complex of cause and effect, of purpose and implementation, 
in short, as a fact, only through the apprehension, and the same details 
could be apprehended differently by others, they could be combined by 
others with different causes or effects or purposes.” 


Therefore, it applies that “all sources, however good or bad they may 
be,” are “apprehensions of events,” irrespective of whether they were 
written down by an eyewitness or only at a later time. This applies also to 
our own memory. Accordingly, historical research must always also 
be critical research, which knows that it does not have direct access 
to the events and must take the “apprehensions” of the oldest authors as 
its point of departure. The fundamental polemic against the historical- 
critical method does not know what historical knowing is. It therefore 


>»? Droysen 1972, 26 (our emphasis). For Droysen’s significance for New Testament 
scholarship, cf. now also Schroter 2013, 10-13, 22-27, 30-31, 408 index (GV = 2007, 
11-14, 24-29, 33-34, 431 index). 

© Droysen 1972, 133-34 (our emphasis). The way in which precisely theologians 
who seem critical speak—pejoratively—of “objective historical facts” or bruta facta 
shows that they have not yet really understood the subject-bound character of historical 
“apprehensions.” 
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also cannot perceive the reality of salvation history, which is tied to faith. 
With good reason Droysen warns against reading more out of the sources 
than they can say, because these can, after all, never reproduce the entire 
real event but always only certain (to be sure, often important) excerpts 
in the form of conceptions. In the same way he warns against an overes- 
timation of eyewitness testimony, since an eyewitness also bears in him/ 
herself only a apprehension of an event, and finally against a false “objec- 
tive” understanding of facticity in which the knowing and reporting sub- 
ject is eliminated.°! 

Since we do not possess any direct self-testimonies from Jesus but 
only information about how he impacted others, what they heard from 
his mouth and observed from his actions, direct access to his thinking 
and self-understanding is barred to us. We can at best put forth specula- 
tions about this. The psychologizing access to the “secret of his person” 
is closed to us. We cannot grasp the real “inner life of Jesus” (W. Herr- 
mann), the “constant strength of his God-consciousness” (Schleier- 
macher), with the methods of history. We encounter only fragmentary 
witnesses mediated by third parties about his message (including his 
statements about himself), activity, and suffering.®* His messianic claim 
of authority, which is so controversial in scholarship, can likewise be 
inferred only through the external witnesses. Accordingly, one should 
be cautious when making statements about Jesus’ self-consciousness. 
For this reason, every attempt at “Jesus psychology” must founder. Innu- 
merable questions, which the curious historian would like to address to 
him, remain unanswerable. The “unanswered questions,” of which John 
Bowden speaks, remain our fate.™ At the same time, what is handed down 
to us in the refraction of the Synoptic Gospels is so fascinatingly impres- 
sive that we cannot evade the question: What sort of man must he have 
been: tic Goa OUTS E0TLV (Mark 4.41)? 


a Droysen 1972, 133-34. On the wrongly suppressed term “salvation history,” see 
Hengel 2003c (GV = 2009; 2010b, 1-33). A biblical theology that is worthy of this name 
cannot forgo the subject matter that stands behind this term. On eyewitness testimony, see 
the discussion in section 7.1 with note 7. 

©? Trocmé 1971 (ET = 1973) therefore gave his Jesus book the nice title Jésus de Naz- 
areth, vu par les témoins de sa vie. 

8 Hengel/Schwemer 2001, passim. 

64 See the title of his book: Jesus: The Unanswered Questions (Bowden 1988). 
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7.2 The Criteria for the Quest for the Way, 
Word, and Activity of Jesus® 


D. F. Strauss underlines his previously mentioned skepticism (see note 
73 in section 5.2) regarding a historical quest for Jesus that could lead to 
satisfying results with the addition: 


To check these, we ought to have information concerning the same life, 
compiled from a purely natural and common-sense point of view; and in 
this case we are not in possession of such. 


The question arises of whether there are not criteria for a historical control 
of the tradition, even though the Enlightenment thinker Strauss’ wish for 
“information ...composed from a natural-rational perspective” cannot be 
fulfilled, namely because such “as wished for” information is relatively 
rare in antiquity (and more generally) and because in the later Strauss the 
“natural and common-sense point of view” has a one-sidedly personal, 
enlightened-materialistic character. 

Much reflection has been devoted to the criteria in the last hundred 
years. An entire monograph could be devoted to this topic, as Gerd Theis- 
sen and Dagmar Winter have done.*’ Here, the concern can only be with 
preliminary remarks, especially since the criteria prove their usability 
only in the carrying out of historical work and not in abstract consider- 
ations. We must not confuse them with strict means of proof. They have 
only argumentative character in attempts to approach the person of Jesus. 
One should understand them rather as aids for making decisions in con- 
troversial questions. They are not conclusive proofs for the authenticity 
of Jesus’ words and deeds but “criteria of plausibility” for distinguishing 
between grades of probability. Already in his dissertation, the great The- 
odor Mommsen, who was certainly no historical skeptic, advocated the 
thesis historiam totam esse hypotheticam (all history is hypothetical).° 
This is something that we should never forget. 

Here we must first start from the oldest sources that have been pre- 
served for us: Mark, the sayings tradition in Luke (and to some extent 
in Matthew) and the few pointers in the genuine letters of Paul. What is 
concordantly attested in these sources probably has its origin with Jesus 


°° Theissen/Winter 2002 (GV = 1997). 

% Strauss 1873, 88 (GV = 1872, 77). 

°7 Theissen/Winter 2002 (GV = 1997). 

68 Mommsen 1843, thesis 9: Niebuhrii cum splendorem tum errores in eo positos esse, 
ut historiam totam esse hypotheticam sive ignoraret sive negaret. 
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himself. Here, it can be a matter of such different traditions as the cruci- 
fixion of the “Messiah” Jesus as “King of the Jews” in Jerusalem, the last 
supper, the betrayal by a disciple, the prohibition against the remarriage of 
divorcees, the sending out of the disciples, Jesus’ turning to sinners, and 
the prayer cry “Abba.’® 

This argument is further strengthened when traditions appear in dif- 
ferent genres that are nevertheless specific to the proclamation of Jesus, 
such as speech compositions, individual sayings, parables, controversy 
dialogues, and then again in the narrative tradition. Here one would need 
to mention Jesus’ nearness to and difference from the Baptist; the call of 
the disciples; his friendship with tax collectors and sinners as well as his 
controversies with Pharisees, scribes, and the leading priests in Jerusalem; 
the concentration of the will of God on the concrete act of loving one’s 
neighbor; the requirement to be prepared to forgive; God’s loving turning 
to the lost; his threat of judgment; the power of trusting faith; and above 
all his special authority in connection with the enigmatic talk of the Son 
of Man and his proclamation of the kingdom of God, in which he could 
speak both of the presence and of the very near future of the reign of God. 

Another criterion is the Jewish-Palestinian and even more so the Gali- 
lean coloring of a tradition. The Greek-speaking Jesus tradition must have 
left the Jewish-Palestinian sphere relatively early, for the legally strict Jew- 
ish Christianity, which evaluated the Gentile mission critically and increas- 
ingly gained influence after the persecution by Agrippa I (ca. 43 CE), 
plays a certain role—in relation to the past time of Jesus—only in the 
latest Synoptic Gospel, Matthew.” In contrast to Peter and the sons of 
Zebedee, James and the other relatives of the Lord are completely absent 
as authorities.’' On the other hand, one also cannot demonstrate clear 
types of Gentile Christian teachings and rites in the Synoptic material. The 
active Gentile mission appears in the missionary commands of the resur- 
rection story and in the Synoptic apocalypses” but scarcely in the Synop- 
tic narrative tradition. There, we instead find restraint.” The developed 
high Christology with preexistence and mediation of creation, references 


® See section 6.2. 

Cf. Matt 10.5-6, 23; 15.24; 23.2-3 and, by contrast, 28.18ff. 

| The brothers of Jesus are mentioned by name only in Mark 6.3 = Matt 13.55-56. 
Acts 1.14 speaks only in general of “the mother and the brothers of Jesus.” John 7.2-5 
points to their unbelief. See also section 22.1 with notes 46-48. 

? Luke 24.47; Acts 1.8; John 20.21, cf. 17.20-21 and 21.16-17; Mark 13.10 parr.; 
14.9 par. 

Cf. Mark 7.24-30 = Matt 15.21-28 (24); Matt 10.5-6, 23, cf. 5.47; 6.7; 18.17; John 
4.22. 
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to Christian baptism,‘ a developed ecclesiology, mention of later offices, 
and a massive turning by Jesus to non-Jews are lacking. This is all the more 
conspicuous since the center of gravity of the primitive Christian move- 
ment quickly shifted from rural areas into the cities. Jerusalem, Damascus, 
Caesarea, the Phoenician cities, Antioch and Tarsus, indeed even Rome, 
are stations that were already reached in the first ten to fifteen years and 
became decisive for subsequent development, whereas Galilee soon disap- 
pears in Acts and does not appear at all in the epistles.” Therefore, when 
we encounter traditions with a rural Galilean character, sometimes even 
with concrete specifications of place, we are near the original event. In the 
diaspora one was no longer interested in Galilean villages such as Chora- 
zin, Bethsaida, Nain, Magdala, and Capernaum or in the countryside or 
lake of Gennesaret. The parables also primarily reflect a Galilean-rural 
milieu. With the help of the parables of Jesus and with Josephus and the 
Talmudic reports as sources, a small social history of Galilee could be 
written.’° The evangelists look back, with an awareness of a geographical- 
temporal distance, to the beginnings in Galilee. This remote Jewish small 
province no longer had significance for their present. Gentile Christians 
were no longer interested in it.” 

In this connection we must also mention linguistic arguments, which 
have been worked out especially by Gustaf Dalman and his student 
Joachim Jeremias.’* This includes the traditional Jewish-Palestinian lin- 
guistic form of the parallelismus membrorum, which is already dismantled 
to some extent by the “Hellenist’” Luke. Here emphasis must be placed on 
the sharply pointed antithetical parallelism. Moreover, we must mention 
conspicuous linguistic forms such as the phrase Gut A€éyo Uuiv, which 
is without analogy,” and the frequent talk of the Son of Man or of “this 


a Apart from Matt 28.19-20; cf., by contrast, John 3.22; 4.1-2. See note 72 in chapter 9. 

™ Acts 1.11; 2.7; 9.31, cf. already Gal 1.22 and 1 Thess 2.14: here Galilee may be 
contained in Tovdata. See note 8 in chapter 11. Cf. also Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 52-54 
(ET = 1997, 30-31, 337 n. 130). 

7© On this, see the important works of S. Freyne and now Chancey 2002. Cf. also the 
large study of Dalman 1967, which is still worth reading, and the thorough social-historical 
investigation of Kloppenborg 2006. 

™ Cf. Acts 10.37: d0EGpEvos C0 Tig Padtkatac. Using a term coined by Theissen/ 
Winter 2002, 177ff. (GV = 1997, 180ff.), we could speak here of “The Plausibility of His- 
torical Context” (179ff.; GV = 183ff.). 

78 Dalman 1898; 1965 (ET = 1902); 1922; Jeremias 1970, 1-37 (GV = 1979, 13-46). 
In our judgment, Jeremias’ book remains the best book on the proclamation of Jesus. See 
in detail chapter 12 in the present volume. 

™ Tt appears not in original Jewish but only in later Christian texts or additions. The 
longer version A of the Testament of Abraham, which places the formula in the mouth of 
God in relation to Michael as a message to Abraham in 8.7, and in 18.10 and 20.2 places 
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generation.” Here we are close to the individual language of Jesus, pre- 
cisely because it could also be imitated, as Matthew shows. The lexical 
Aramaisms,*’ which are exceptional in a work of Greek literature, must be 
mentioned here. We can regard the names Cephas, Boanerges, and exhor- 
tations such as fdlita’ qiim or effata (Aramaic: ’eppatah), and the prayer 
address Abba as verba ipsissima, precisely because—with the exception 
of Abba—they possess no direct kerygmatic deeper meaning in their Ara- 
maic form, whereas they do accurately illustrate the original milieu of the 
activity of Jesus. 

As a methodological probe, from which one can advance to other 
Jesus tradition, it is necessary to mention the criterion of “underivability” 
or “dissimililarity,’ which is mentioned most frequently and repeatedly 
discussed.*' It was stressed especially by P. W. Schmiedel (1851-1935), 
who referred to the model of the profane historian: 


When a profane historian finds before him a historical document which 
testifies to the worship of a hero unknown to other sources, he attaches 
first and foremost importance to those features which cannot be deduced 
merely from the fact of this worship, and he does so on the simple and 
sufficient ground that they would not be found in this source unless the 
author had met with them as fixed data of tradition. The same fundamen- 
tal principle may safely be applied in the case of the gospels, for they 
also are all... written by worshippers of Jesus. 


This criterion is said to be independent of the source from which the text 
that is to be evaluated comes.** This means that if a Jesus tradition runs 
counter to—or is at least independent of—the post-Easter primitive Chris- 
tian devotion to Jesus and thus the tendencies that lead to the emergence 
of the Christology (or to primitive Christian convictions in general), then 


the double formula Guv Gury A€yo oot in the mouth of death in relation to Abraham, is 
a Christian expanded version with many later additions in contrast to version B, where the 
formula is still completely absent. See Denis 1970, 36. 

8° On this, see Riiger 1984, 73-84; Beyer 1984, 130, 673; Hengel 2004a. 

8! On the concept, see Gnilka 1990, 29-30 with reference to M. Lehmann 1970, 
174-86. See also Lentzen-Deis 1974, who speaks here of “criteria for exclusion,” and 
Mussner 1974, 132. On the criteria of underivability, see also Merkel 1991, 131ff n. 75 
(with additional literature) and now, in detail, Theissen/Winter 2002 (GV = 1997). 

8° Schmiedel 1901, 1872. Cf. Heitmiiller 1912, 361: “We must take as a basis the 
material that runs counter to or at least does not entirely correspond to, for example, the 
primitive community’s faith, theology, customs, and cult. We may have absolute trust in 
such pieces.” On this, see Loofs 1916, 123ff., who rightly stresses the limits of this rule. 
On Schmiedel, see Theissen/Winter 2002, 58, 81ff., 340 index (GV = 1997, 60, 83ff., 345 
index). 
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this speaks in favor of its originality in a special way, for it goes against the 
slope of the development of the tradition. This criterion can be helpful in 
the scrutiny of individual traditions and can serve as a probe for connect- 
ing statements of the Synoptic traditions with Jesus. 

Rudolf Bultmann and Ernst Kasemann, who formulated the matter 
with even sharper clarity, added to the contradiction to primitive Chris- 
tian views also the contradiction to the Judaism of the time. Kasemann 
starts—and in this respect he is entirely a student of Bultmann—from 
the view that that through critical research “the historical credibility of the 
Synoptic tradition has become doubtful all along the line” and that “we are 
still short of one essential requisite for the identification of the authentic 
Jesus material, namely, a conspectus of the very earliest stage of primitive 
Christianity; and also there is an almost complete lack of satisfactory and 
water-tight criteria for this material.” Then, however, he grants that “in 
only one case do we have more or less safe ground under our feet: when 
there are no grounds either for deriving a tradition from Judaism or for 
ascribing it to primitive Christianity, and especially when Jewish Christi- 
anity has mitigated or modified the received tradition, as having found it 
too bold for its taste.”’** One cannot, of course, separate Judaism and primi- 
tive Christianity in this way. Our knowledge of the diverse streams in the 
Judaism of Palestine of that time—we ought to have become fully con- 
scious of this through the rich discoveries at Qumran—are very fragmen- 
tary and accidental. What do we know—apart from the Gospels—about 
the religious views of the Galilean rural population between the turn of the 
century and 70 CE? Jesus was a Jew and lived in an environment that 
was Jewish through and through. Accordingly, in our attempts at historical 
approximation it is sufficient to pay attention to the differences between 
the Jesus tradition and clear tendencies of the post-Easter community of 
disciples and of the primitive church that emerged from it, whose leading 
heads were likewise Jewish until around the end of the first century CE. 

By contrast, Kasemann’s last sentence is significant and already 
played an important role in the old liberal research, namely that Jewish 
Christianity “has mitigated or modified” offensive statements and modes 
of behavior of Jesus “as . . . too bold.” Here we strike upon another crite- 
rion, which makes more precise the criterion of “dissimilarity.” 


83 Kaisemann 1964b, 36-37, modified (GV = 1954, 144; 1964a, 205). On this, cf. the 
justified criticism of Jeremias 1970, 2 (GV = 1979, 14): “Indeed, it has to be said that 
the way in which the ‘criterion of dissimilarity’ is often used today as a password (Schibbo- 
leth) is a serious source of error. It foreshortens and distorts the historical situation, because 
it overlooks the continuity between Jesus and Judaism.” On this, see also Theissen/Winter 
2002, 67ff., 179ff. (GV = 1997, 69ff., 183ff.). 
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Schmiedel already referred to the significance of texts that were 
reshaped or suppressed because of their offensiveness. Here one could, 
for example, mention Mark 3.21 regarding the conflict of Jesus with his 
family.* It is eliminated in Luke and Matthew, as is the healing of Jesus by 
seemingly “magic” practices, for example through spit or special touch- 
ing of the sick organs, as this is still recounted in Mark.* In Matthew, 
who otherwise largely follows the work of Mark, which is “authoritative” 
for him, Jesus heals only through the word. The portrayal of Jesus’ trial 
in Gethsemane is also softened in Matthew and removed in John. Other 
statements are also mitigated, such as the statement that Jesus could not*® 
heal in Nazareth due to the unbelief of his fellow citizens and relatives 
and his reaction in Mark 10.18 in the scene about the “rich man,’ who 
addresses Jesus as “good teacher,” which he rejects because God alone is 
good. In general, on the basis of the Synoptic comparison—it is fortunate 
that Mark remained preserved—we can probably say that texts which are 
more abstract, more strongly reshaped theologically, and christologically 
further developed must be understood as secondary stages of processing. 
This becomes evident especially in a comparison between the Synoptic 
and the Johannine tradition. 

While the “criterion of dissimilarity” may be a point of departure for 
the investigative probe, on its own it yields only intermittent and therefore 
completely inadequate results. A figure such as Jesus, who during his life- 
time sparked off a people’s movement, which spread rapidly—in altered 
form—after his passion, i.e., the end of his direct activity, in Judaea and 
Syria, cannot primarily be specified negatively. In the interplay of all cri- 
teria a coherent web of interconnected Jesus traditions must be created, 
through which the contours of his conspicuous—indeed, in some ways 
“analogy-less” — activity become more perceptible and also makes it pos- 
sible to adequately explain the astonishing post-Easter developments in 
the Jesus community, especially the emergence of Christology.*’ Here we 
could speak of the criterion of coherence. 

While we can affirm Kasemann’s claim that “we can no longer assume 
the general reliability of the Synoptic tradition about Jesus,” the conse- 
quence that he draws from this is erroneous: 


84 On this, see also Bultmann 1963, 50 (GV = 1995, 52), which is quoted in note 36 
above. See also section 8.3 with notes 78—80. 

85 Mark 7.33-34; 8.22-26. See also section 16.3. 

86 Mark 6.5; see section 8.3 with note 71. 

87 On this, see Neugebauer 1972, 11-12, 16, and his dispute with the radical theses 
of Vielhauer. 
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With the work of the form critics as a basis, our questioning has sharp- 
ened and widened until the obligation now laid upon us is to investigate 
and make credible not the possible unauthenticity of the individual unit 
of material, but, on the contrary, its genuineness. The issue today is not 
whether criticism is right, but where it is to stop.** 


Here the possibility of form criticism is overestimated. Kasemann him- 
self must acknowledge its failure at the decisive point, since, as a formal 
instrument, it “1s concerned with the Sitz-im-Leben of narrative forms and 
not with what we may call historical individuality.”* But what especially 
matters is the historical distinctiveness of Jesus and of his witnesses. This 
means that form criticism leaves us in the lurch with respect to the basic 
question tic Goa ovtdcs got (Mark 4.41), for it inquires in a purely 
formal manner about the form of the oral tradition, and it remains prob- 
lematic whether it can really convincingly determine a “setting in life” for 
the formation of pieces of tradition that goes beyond the trivial assignment 
to the worship service of the community or the missionary preaching. 
The Gospels precisely do not “offer us primarily the primitive Christian 
kerygma, and individual words and deeds of Jesus only as they are embed- 
ded in it,’? but the two are fused together in such a way that here one 
scarcely makes progress with the prejudgment of “primary” and “second- 
ary” alone. In historical and genetic terms, it could, conversely, be said: At 
the beginning there was an abundance of memories and traditions about 
Jesus, whereas the clearly defined kerygma was developed only incremen- 
tally after Easter and appears in formulaic abbreviated form especially in 
the epistolary literature. We also have long passages, for example in the 
sayings tradition or in the special material of Luke, where, on the face 
of it, one can find little of the post-Easter kerygma. For example, what 
can one discover expressis verbis of the—christological—kerygma in the 
complex of Luke 16.1-31? With the possible exception of 16.16, could not 
this whole chapter also come from a Jewish outsider? And does not the 


88 Kasemann 1964b, 34-35, modified (GV = Kasemann 1964a, 142; Kasemann 
1960/1964, I: 204); cf. idem: “Only radical criticism can therefore do justice to the situa- 
tion with which we are faced whether we like it or not, to the questions of principle which it 
raises and to the tasks which its sets us. By ‘radical’ in this context I naturally do not mean 
an uncontrolled passion for any and every extreme position, but a single-minded openness 
to the problems posed by the facts.” This is, to be sure, never ‘radical,’ but possible only 
as materially appropriate, historically convincing, plausible “criticism.” According to our 
feeling for language, we would designate rather the fateful and widespread “uncontrolled 
passion for any and every extreme position” as “radical.” 

8° Kiisemann 1964b, 35 (GV = 1964a, 143; 1960/1964, I: 204). 

°° Kiisemann 1964b, 34 (GV = 1964a, 143; 1960/1964, I: 204). 
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conclusion in 16.29ff—‘“They have Moses and the prophets, to whom they 
ought to listen. . . . If they do not do this, then neither will they obey 
if someone should rise from the dead” —appear rather to contradict the 
Christian kerygma? 

In reality, we must examine and make credible both the arguments for 
and against “the genuineness of the individual unit of material.” In such a 
weighing of arguments it is not uncommon that one scarcely gets beyond 
degrees of probability or must stop with a non liquet. It is also not a matter 
of the “limits” or “right of criticism,” for this weighing 1s already historical- 
critical. After all, xofvetv means “to evaluate.” Therefore, all historical 
judgments that are convincingly grounded—irrespective of whether they 
are pro or contra the genuineness of a tradition—are “critical.” By con- 
trast, we must be careful with the concept of “proof.” A real proof?’ of a 
historical phenomenon can be produced only on the basis of evidence, 
which is often not to be found in the desired manner in the relatively 
foreign and fortuitously preserved ancient texts. For primitive Christian- 
ity, archaeological sources such as inscriptions, papyrus documents, and 
coins, which lead us to direct evidence, are extremely rare (see, however, 
note 22 in chapter 8). Accordingly, in the quest for Jesus we are primar- 
ily dealing with literary sources that in their “authenticity” are handed 
down only through later manuscripts and that emerged ca. forty—seventy 
years after the reported events. Even though their manuscript attestation 
is better than in any other textual corpus in antiquity and some reaches 
back into the second century CE, what remains in the end is nevertheless 
only the debate about the individual traditions whose genuineness is under 
discussion. 

Time and again what is decisive is the weight of the historical- 
philological arguments in both directions. Here the “radical criticism” has 
often made things too easy for itself in its argumentation, so that one gets 
the impression that what is at work in it is wishes and whims or with 
Kasemann “the uncontrolled passion for any and every extreme posi- 
tion,” perhaps because this is regarded as scholarly. Not only the contested 
authenticity of traditions must be justified but also their later emergence 
in “the community.” But what do we know about the individual primitive 
Christian communities between 30 and 100 CE and their relationship to 
the Jesus tradition? 

Perhaps both sides, “conservative” and “radical” critics, need to be 
more modest and acknowledge that they both often work with hypotheses 


°! Today some like to speak of “conclusive proof” and overlook the fact that often 
this can be produced only with great difficult in the sphere of antiquity because of the 
fragmentary sources. 
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that can be grounded only in a limited way. To a certain extent, New Testa- 
ment scholarship is always a “scholarship of hypotheses,” since it possesses 
only a relatively small textual basis—680 pages in Nestle-Aland—with 
which countless hypotheses are linked, a fact that is connected with the 
massive Wirkungsgeschichte and significance of the canonical texts. Here, 
in our attempt at historical approximation, we are, due to the rather positive 
situation of the sources—again, measured by ancient standards—indeed 
convinced that on the whole we obtain clear contours of the person of 
Jesus, his activity in word and deed and his suffering, because our oldest 
sources, 1.e., Mark, the sayings tradition, and the selected special material 
of Luke and Matthew often agree in an astonishing way here and thus 
yield a plausible overall picture, which precisely cannot be explained on 
the basis of the very different religious or social needs of the later com- 
munity and its “kerygma.” All the attempts since Strauss of an ultimately 
anti-historical criticism, which is itself “dogmatically biased,” to eliminate 
the deep imprint that the oldest sources have received through the living 
memory of Jesus with the help of the hypothesis of an uninhibitedly cre- 
ative “community” have at bottom failed. Despite every contestation by 
“radical skeptics” or “fundamentalists,” the task of a historical approach to 
Jesus and the earliest community will retain its validity and its necessity. 


PART III 
Jesus the Galilean and John the Baptist 


Jesus the Galilean 


8.1 Galilee and the Galileans! 


Jesus was a Galilean Jew, and this also applies to the circle of his earli- 
est followers. In order to understand them, we must take a look at their 
homeland. Its significance was not uncontroversial, but a broad con- 
sensus has now established itself here. Walter Bauer* had advocated the 
view that remote Galilee, which was enclosed by the regions of “Hel- 
lenistic” cities, was especially open to syncretistic-pagan influences. His 
hypothesis was taken up by Schmithals? and others and grounded with the 
phrase “Galilee of the Gentiles” in Isa 8.23.4 Even more erroneous was 
the view that remnants of the Indo-European people were in Galilee and 
that Jesus was not of Semitic descent, which was advocated by certain 
well-known theologians in the Third Reich.’ In reality there was, after the 
destruction of the Northern Kingdom by the Assyrians in 722, always an 
Israelite minority in Galilee, which knew itself to be connected with the 
temple in Jerusalem and professed to being Jewish in the post-Exilic time. 


' Bauer 1967b, 91-108 (= 1927); Alt 1953 (against Bauer); Bill. I: 153-89; Dal- 
man 1967, 3-12; Freyne 1998; 1988; 2000; Bésen 1998; Theissen 1992 (GV = Theissen 
1989b); Reed 2000; Chancey 2002; Dunn 2003b, 293-311, 315-23. Ostmeyer 2005 rightly 
opposes a one-sidedly negative social-historical presentation of Galilee; see now Klop- 
penborg 2006. 

* Bauer 1967b, 91-108 (= 1927). 

3 Schmithals 1963. In his view, the primitive community was not in Jerusalem but 
arose “in syncretistically permeated” Galilee of the Gentiles (25-26 n.1). Moreover, 
according to Schmithals, this is also where the “lawless Christianity” is to be sought, which 
Paul persecuted “in the vicinity of Damascus.” Against such speculations, which have also 
been taken up in the United States, see now J. L. Reed, M.A. Chancey, and J. D. G. Dunn. 

“Cf. Matt 4.15. The saying in Isaiah refers to the Galilee already separated from Israel 
of the Assyrian time just before 720 BCE, the end of the Northern Kingdom. 

>On this, see note 46 in chapter 5. 
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The situation of these Galilean Jews was especially exposed because they 
were separated from the Jewish heartland by Samaria, and the Samaritans, 
as “heretical” Jews, were hostile to the religious community in Jerusa- 
lem. Moreover, Galilee was ca. 100-130 kilometers north of the Jewish 
metropolis, entirely in the economic and cultural sphere of influence of the 
Phoenician-Hellenistic cities of Tyre and Sidon on the coast. The Jewish 
peasants not only felt exploited by these pagan trade cities; they also had 
to fight against non-Jewish, more strongly Hellenized neighbors® for the 
preservation of their national traditions and their religion. For precisely 
this reason they were not “syncretists” but conservative Jewish “national- 
ists” to a greater extent than, for example, the majority of the urban popu- 
lation of Jerusalem, which profited from the Pax Romana. In Galilee we 
encounter a typical borderland situation with strong ethnic-religious self- 
assertion, indeed to some extent hatred of foreigners. When the Hasmo- 
nean Aristobulus, and after him Alexander Jannaeus, from about 100 BCE 
conquered Galilee and the Gaulanitis, which was located to the east of the 
Lake of Gennesaret, the land, which was populated to a smaller extent by 
a Jewish minority but predominantly by Gentiles, became a self-enclosed 
Jewish settlement zone through the forced circumcision or expulsion of 
the Gentile Itureans and Canaaneans and the purposeful settlement policy 
of the Hasmoneans.’ 

It remained, however, surrounded by pagan urban areas, since Pom- 
pey, after conquering Jerusalem in 63 BCE, reestablished the Hellenistic 
cities in Palestine and in the area east of the Jordan. The important for- 
tress of Scythopolis (the old Beth-Shean) was located in the south between 
the Jordan Valley and the Plain of Megiddo. It was connected especially 
with the cult of Dionysus. In the Plain of Megiddo, Herod established the 
city of horses Gaba, a military colony and fortress, which had the pur- 
pose of watching over the recalcitrant Galilee. As an important port of 
export, the Phoenician Ptolemais-Akko was located in the west on the sea. 
Under the Ptolemies and Seleucids it had been the capital of the province 
“Syria and Phoenicia” or Coile-Syria. Militarily it constituted the key to 
the Galilean hill country, indeed to all Judaea. Time and again the Romans 


° Mark 7.26 speaks of the pagan supplicant in the region of Tyre as a ‘EAAnvic Sveo- 
odotvixiooa, Matthew of a yuvt) Xavavata. Mark writes from a Roman perspective and 
Matthew from a Jewish-Palestinian standpoint. 

7 On the new Jewish settlements, see Freyne 2000, 60, 67-68, 128, 177-82: “Has- 
monean colonization from the south . . . (would seem) as the most likely hypothesis for 
explaining the dominant Jewish element in first-century Galilee” (179); cf. 247. To some 
extent this may have involved military settlements, which explains the strong Hasmonean 
support in the province. 


Jesus the Galilean 287 


marched from here to there.* Farther to the northwest were the great urban 
areas of Tyre and Sidon, which directly bordered Galilee. In the north at the 
sources of the Jordan under Hermon lay Paneas, which Herod’s son Philip 
made into his capital and renamed Caesarea Philippi.’ The Hellenistic city 
Hippos was located on the eastern shore of the lake of Gennesaret, and the 
fortress of Gadara in the southeast above the Jarmuk Valley, which, like 
Hippos and Scythopolis, belonged to the band of ten cities, the so-called 
Decapolis. 

Galilee itself, divided into the northern, hilly Upper Galilee and the 
southern, fertile Lower Galilee, was, by contrast, a purely rural area in 
which there were initially no real “cities” with Greek civil rights. A third 
portion of the land was the hot Jordan Valley and the western coast of 
the Galilean sea (two hundred meters under mean sea level). The extent 
of the province was ca. fifty kilometers in the north-south direction and 
ca. thirty-five-forty kilometers from west to east. Ca. three hundred inhab- 
itants lived on ca. sixteen hundred square kilometers. To be sure, this 
small, remote region inhabited by “barbarians” is mentioned only rarely 
by Greek and Roman authors of antiquity.'° We are, however, conspicu- 
ously well informed about it through Josephus, who, after the outbreak 
of the Jewish War in 66, was appointed commander of the rebels by the 
Jerusalem “rebel administration” there and became a Roman prisoner of 
war in 67 CE after the capture of Jotapata by Vespasian. According to 
Josephus,'' it had 204 cities and villages, i.e., it was relatively densely 
populated. However, Josephus’ statement in Jewish War 3.43 that the 
smallest place had at least fifteen thousand inhabitants is one of his many 
exaggerations, which is meant to highlight his own significance as captain 
of the province. In the first century, the only place that would merit the 
designation “city” in the Greek sense, Sepphoris, only ca. five kilome- 
ters northwest of Nazareth, was laid waste by Varus in 4 BCE because of 
an attempted rebellion, and the inhabitants were sold into slavery. Herod 
Antipas rebuilt it as the capital. The second city of Galilee, Tiberias on 
the Lake of Genneseret, was a new foundation of Antipas in honor of the 
emperor, built from 17 to 22 CE, and later became his residence. Through 
a forced “synoikismos” he gave it a mixed Jewish-pagan population in 


84 BCE Varus; 39 CE Petronius; 66 CE Cestius Gallus; 67 Vespasian. See the end of 
section 3.1.1, the excursus on the Caligula crisis in section 3.1.4, and section 3.1.7. 

? Mark 8.27 = Matt 16.13: Katoageia .. . PuAinmov. On this, see section 17.3.3. 

'° On this, see the index in Stern 1976-1984, III: 121-22. 

'l Josephus, Life 235. In Life he describes, especially in an apologetic way, his activ- 
ity as commander of the rebels in Galilee. The picture which Josephus gives of Galilee is 
now supplemented by the results of archaeology; on this, see S. Freyne and the most recent 
fundamental works of Chancey 2002 and Reed 2000. 


288 Jesus and Judaism 


which Jews were, however, clearly predominant. Among the rural popula- 
tion this founding, which was equipped with Hellenistic civic rights, was 
frowned upon. It was said that Antipas built it upon a graveyard and that 
the place was therefore ritually unclean. Neither city plays a role in the 
Gospels. Sepphoris 1s not mentioned in the Gospels at all and Tiberias only 
in John at the margins.’ Jesus apparently avoided the Hellenistic cities. 
When cities from neighboring pagan regions are mentioned—Caesarea 
Philippi, Tyre, and Sidon—then in Mark it is only said that he stayed in the 
territories of the cities and not in the polis itself." 

The opposition between land and city was much more strongly marked 
in antiquity than we can imagine today. Landowners, who lived from the 
leasing of their domains, merchants, and artisans lived in the larger cities, 
where there were schools and all kinds of educational possibilities and 
places of entertainment. The educated city dwellers looked down on the 
uneducated, simple peasants with great disdain. For a landless tenant or 
small farmer it was often only with difficulty that he fed himself and his 
large family outside in the open land, since he had to pay high leases and 
taxes. It was even worse for the day laborers, who had to enter into service 
as casual laborers.'* To be sure, in Josephus Galilee appears to be an eco- 
nomically prosperous land through its much higher rainfall in comparison 
with the Jewish hill country and through its mild climate and the hard work 
of its inhabitants, but this ideal picture is one-sided. Even after the Hasmo- 
nean conquest and forced Judaizing, and all the more through the politics 
of Herod the Great (40-4 BCE), a large part of Galilee remained “the 
land of the king” in possession of the respective territorial sovereign. In 
the time of Jesus this meant crown land of Herod Antipas and later of the 
Roman emperor. In addition, there were a good number of large estate 
owners, some of whom had received their property in return for their 
services for the territorial sovereign. The stationary farmers worked the 
crown land and domains on a hereditary lease for correspondingly high 
dues of up to 30 or even 50 percent of what they produced. The social 
milieu of Galilee—with its large domains and landowners or land manag- 
ers, its tenant farmers, small farmers, day laborers, and slaves, with debt 
bondage and moneylenders, who lent with interest—is constantly present 
in the parables of Jesus, including the concomitant situations of social con- 
flict. Thus, the parable of the wicked tenants in Mark 12.1ff., for example, 


2 John 6.23: boats come from Tiberias; cf. also 6.1; 21.1 on the designation of the 
lake. On both cities, see Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 172—76 and 178-82. 

'S Thus x@pat (Mark 8.27) or deta (7.24, 31). 

'4 Cf. Matt 20.1-15. 
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involves an extreme social situation of conflict.!’ A nonlocal landowner 
has a vineyard set up by tenants who refuse to deliver the lease share of 
the first yield to the slaves who are sent. They kill the son who is sent last 
so that they can obtain possession of the vineyard themselves. That Jesus 
possessed relations to the leading strata of Galilee can be seen in the fact 
that Luke mentions among his female followers, who support him and his 
disciples “out of their assets,” a certain Joanna, the wife of the émttoomoc 
of Herod (Antipas), i.e., a “manager of the assets” of the tetrarch. Among 
the Jewish Christian “prophets” in Antioch appears Menahem (Mavanv), 
an earlier friend (OUvTQO@Os) of the territorial sovereign (Acts 13.1). The 
leader of the synagogue Jairus and the royal official or centurion in Caper- 
naum likewise fit well in this milieu.'° The influence of the Jesus move- 
ment also extended to the Galilean upper stratum. 

Through its borderland situation and through the social opposition 
between city and land the Galileans were neither demonstrably influenced 
by “syncretistic Syrian Hellenism” nor inclined in a special way to col- 
laboration with their pagan neighbors. Since Judaea was conquered by 
Pompey in 63 BCE they showed themselves time and again to be freedom- 
loving Jews who were prepared to fight to the last against foreign oppres- 
sors. When Herod landed in Ptolemais in 39 BCE, it was precisely the 
Galileans who put up the toughest resistance. In 66/67 CE the Galileans 
were also the only ones, apart from Jerusalem, who heroically defended 
themselves to the point of collective suicide in different small, poorly 
fortified cities such as Jotapata or Gamla in the Gaulanitis.'’ Not only 
Judas, the founder of the Zealot movement in connection with the trans- 
formation of Judaea into a Roman province in 6 BCE,'* came from Galilee 


'S Hengel 1968a. On large state owners at the time of Jesus, see the examples in idem, 
19ff.; Kloppenborg 2006. See also section 17.4.2. 

'6 Luke 8.3; cf. Luke 24.10; Acts 13.1; on the “tetrarch,” see Luke 3.1, 19; 9.7, and 
note 81 in chapter 9. The ém(toomoc corresponds to the Latin procurator; see also Matt 
20.8. It can, however, also refer to a political office. Josephus likes to designate the eques- 
trian governor in Judaea as émiteomos: J.W. 2.117 (Coponius); 169 (Pilate); 220 (Cuspius 
Fadus); 247 (Felix), etc. In reality, prior to Claudius they bore the title praefectus; see note 
204 in chapter 3. On Jairus, see Mark 5.22 = Luke 8.41. Matthew 9.18 omits the—in our 
view original—name and speaks of an Goeywv. On the centurion, see Luke 7.2ff., who 
makes him into a God-fearer, for whom the “elders” of Capernaum advocate with the 
words “he loves our people and he himself built us our synagogue.” Matt 8.5ff. shortens 
the Lukan account. According to John 4.46 he is not an officer but an administrator of 
Antipas (BaoiLxdc). On oVVTEOdOs, see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 1587. 

7 See section 3.1.7. They could be compared to the Sicarii in Masada. On Jotapata, 
see Josephus, J.W. 3.336—-339, 361-391; on Gamla, see J.W. 4.78-83; on Masada, see J. W. 
7.389-406. 

'8 On this, see Hengel 1989c, index, s.v. “Galilee,” “Judas the Galilean,” “John of 
Gischala” (GV = Hengel 1976c, index, s.v. “Galilaa,” “Judas Galiléus,” and “Johannes 
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or Gaulanitis, which bordered it in the east, but also John of Gischala, the 
most important leader—alongside Simon bar Giora—of the defenders of 
Jerusalem in 70 CE, was a Galilean. With his Galilean retinue he helped 
the radicals to victory against the moderate freedom party in Jerusalem. 
It is understandable that the Jerusalem upper stratum was mistrustful in 
relation to Galilean demagogues and eschatological enthusiasts and some- 
times reacted in an allergic manner.’ That incidents also occurred under 
Antipas and the rule of procurators amidst the easily inflammable unrest of 
the Galileans is shown by Luke 13.1-2, where there is talk of the Galileans 
whom Pilate had slaughtered at the forecourt of the temple together with 
their sacrificial animals (they were presumably Passover lambs), and by 
Josephus’ account of the consequences of the murder of a Galilean festival 
pilgrim when he was passing through Samaritan Ginea”’ in the middle of 
the 40s CE. This murder provoked border fights between Jews and Samar- 
itans, which in the end almost led to open war with Rome. 

The fact that Herod Antipas, the son of King Herod the Great and the 
Samaritan Malthace, was, despite his not unskillful politics, not very beloved 
among the rural population had not so much social as religious reasons. His 
lifestyle was too permissive. According to Mark, conflict with the Baptist 
emerged over his unlawful marriage to Herodias. According to Josephus, 
he had the Baptist executed in the fortress of Machaerus, far from Gali- 
lee, because he feared the prophetic preacher’s influence upon the masses. 
In Mark this occurs in connection with an oriental court intrigue; after the 
death of the Baptist, he is unsettled by the activity of Jesus.”! 

To the penetrating mind of Gerd Theissen we owe the interpretation 
of a parabolic saying of Jesus from the speech about the Baptist in Luke 
7.24-25 = Matt 11.7-8: 


What did you go into the wilderness to see, 

a reed that is blown by the wind, 

a person man dressed in luxurious garments? 

Behold, those who wear luxurious garments, are in royal palaces. 


He draws attention to the fact that the symbol of a reed and the name 
of the tetrarch appear on the first coins of Tiberias, the new capital city 


von Gischala’’) as well as Acts 5.37 and Luke 2.1: Luke, to be sure, places the census at 
the wrong point in time. 

'9 See section 3.1.3. See also the discussion below with note 26. 

an Today’s Jenin, an Arabian, conflict-rich, northern border town. Cf. J.W. 2.232 = Ant. 
20.118. In J.W. there is only one victim. In Ant. there are several. Such contradictions are 
not infrequent in Josephus. 

*! See sections 3.1.2 and 9.2. 
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founded by Antipas, which was unpopular among the people and which is 
not mentioned in the Synoptics.”” The “reed (xGAGpoc) that is blown by 
the wind,” is best explained as a pejorative reference to the opportunistic 
ruler. We are probably dealing with a popular derisive nickname based 
on this coin.** Through this the parallelismus membrorum with people in 
luxurious garments who live in royal palaces becomes meaningful. We 
have here a rare case in which a saying of Jesus becomes comprehen- 
sible through an archaeological discovery, the first coins of Tiberias. Here 
Jesus juxtaposes the last and greatest prophet, John, with his murderer, 
“the wavering reed” Herod Antipas. Every hearer knew who was meant. 

Nevertheless, the land under his time of rule seems to have lived 
in—relative —peace, which benefited the common people. Antipas further 
attempted, through the founding of the cities of Sepphoris and Tiberias, 
to open up Galilee to Hellenistic-Roman culture. Presumably, the rural 
population scarcely thanked him for this. In any case, the rule of the Jew- 
ish ruler was more adroit than that of the Roman prefect of the caliber of a 
Pilate or later of a Cumanus, Felix, Albinus, or Florus. However, Antipas 
also had to be concerned for the security of his reign. This is why he had 
John the Baptist executed, and he probably also sought to kill Jesus.** In 
38 CE he was denounced before Caligula by his nephew and brother-in- 
law Agrippa I, who said that he had hidden weapons in order to prepare a 
war of revenge against the Nabataeans, and he was banished to Lyons in 
Gaul.”> His brother Archelaus had already suffered a similar fate as ethn- 
arch of Judaea and Samaria under Augustus in 6 CE. 

It also belonged to the opposition between city and land that the cul- 
tivated population in Jerusalem looked down on the uneducated rustic 
Galileans from the north with a mixture of haughtiness and mistrust. In 
rabbinic times, when Galilee had become the center of Judaism, there was 
still mockery of its dialect, which confused h“mor, the donkey for riding, 
h‘mar, the wine for drinking, “mar, the wool for clothing, and ’immar, 
the lamb for slaughtering, because they could not distinguish between the 
different gutturals.*° It demonstrates knowledge of the Palestinian condi- 
tions when Peter, according to Matthew, is betrayed by his dialect in the 


*? Theissen 1992, 26-42 (GV = Theissen 1989b, 26-43). Meshorer 1967, 133 nr. 
63-65. Year 24 = 19/20 CE. Cf. pl. IX. 

?3 On the negative picture, cf. Isa 36.6; 4 Reigns 18.21: tiv OGBSov TH xahautvyy, 
on which one cannot support oneself but which pierces the hand instead. Cf. also Luke 
13.31-32, where Jesus designates Herod Antipas as “fox.” 

4 Mark 6.14, 17-29 parr.; Luke 13.31ff.; see section 11.3. 

?5 Josephus, Ant. 18.247ff. See the end of section 3.1.2. 

*6 Bill. I: 156-57. b. ‘Erub. 53b (Baraita); cf. b. Meg. 24b; b. Ber. 32a; b. “Erub. 53a: 
“Because the Galileans are not careful about their language, their teaching is not valid.” 
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court of the high priest.”’ While the Galilean rural population was filled 
with national zeal for the law and loyalty to the Jewish faith, it behaved 
rather conservatively toward innovations, especially if they came from 
Jerusalem. For this reason, before 70 CE, the influence of Pharisaism and 
its oral interpretation of the law was less in Galilee than in Judaea and in 
Jerusalem. Essenes would scarcely have been found there, which is why 
they are not mentioned in the Gospels. The Copper Scroll from Cave 3 
at Qumran tellingly contains no place that belongs to Galilee with a fair 
amount of certainty.** According to a later legend, Yohanan ben Zakkai, 
the famous contemporary of Jesus and Paul, is said to have stayed for 
twenty years in Arav in Galilee before the destruction of the temple, and 
during the entire time there he is said to have received only two ques- 
tions about the—Pharisaic—Sabbath halakah. He therefore is said to have 
uttered the curse: “Oh Galilee, you despise the Torah, you will soon fall 
victim to the oppressors.””? The rabbinic Torah casuistry was too abstract 
and subtle for the rural population there. On the other hand, it was a Gali- 
lean who stood closer to Pharisaism who reproached King Izates of Adia- 
bene on the Tigris that it was by no means sufficient to accept only the 
Jewish faith; rather, despite all the political risks, he had to let himself be 
circumcised.*? One may by no means interpret the disinterest of the Gali- 
leans in certain parts of the Pharisaic halakah as laxness toward the law 
and the faith of the fathers. Rather, their national conservatism and their 
border location probably made them especially receptive to eschatologi- 
cal and messianic expectation of the end. Thus, it is not surprising that 
both the message of the Baptist and the preaching of Jesus fell on fruit- 
ful soil there. The supposition—which is expressed time and again in the 
older literature—that the esoteric Enoch-apocalyptic and the Son of Man 
expectation portrayed in the Parables of 1 Enoch (ch. 37—71) was espe- 
cially widespread in Galilee in contrast to the hope for a Davidic Messiah 
has no basis in the sources. Precisely because we know so little about Gali- 
lee before 70 CE, the temptation to put forth unjustifiable hypotheses was 
especially great. This also applies to the hypothesis of a Galilean origin of 


27 Matt 26.73; cf. Mark 14.70. 

8 Wolters 1996; Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, I: 232-39. 

a y. Sabb. 16.8, 15d; cf. Luke 10.13. Only after 70 CE, and even more after the Bar 
Kokhba revolt in 132-136 CE, which led to the destruction of the Jewish community in 
Judaea, did Galilee become the main area of Palestinian Judaism. 

any, osephus, Ant. 20.43—45. At the same time, the scribes from distant Jerusalem seem 
to have possessed a certain prestige. This can be seen in the success of the predominantly 
Pharisaic embassy from Jerusalem in Galilee according to Josephus, Life 190-203. See 
Hengel/Deines 1996, 475-76 (ET = 1995, 66-67). 
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the sayings source and of a Galilean Jesus tradition that is free of Christol- 
ogy (see section 6.4.2). 


8.2 Nazareth 


If his origin from remote Galilee was already not very flattering for Jesus 
among Jews and Greeks, this was all the more true for the connection 
with his entirely insignificant home village of Nazareth,*' which is not 
mentioned in the Old Testament, Josephus, or the Talmud. Some have 
therefore hypothesized that Jesus’ origin from the place of Nazareth was 
derived only secondarily from the designation NaCweatoc,” which is 
alleged to be a designation for a pre-Christian Baptist sect, which is said 
to have called itself nasérayyd, 1.e., “keepers.”** By contrast, in Jewish- 
rabbinic texts Jesus is designated as Yesii“ han-ndsri and the Christians 
therefore as han-ndsrim, which more likely points to the name of a place. 
This is attested in all four Gospels and then in the Christian tradition, 
including Eusebius’ Onomastikon.** Moreover, Nazareth (nsrt) is now 
also attested by a synagogue inscription of the third century CE from 
Caesarea, in which the hometowns of the twenty-four priestly orders in 
Galilee after the Bar Kokhba revolt are listed. The Jewish writer Elea- 
zar ha-Kalir from the seventh century CE confirms this tradition. Here 
Nazareth is listed as the residence of the priestly order Ha-Pizzez (1 Chr 
24.15).° The origin of Jesus from the insignificant Galilean village on 
the southwestern border of Galilee cannot be seriously called into doubt. 
Someone inventing a tradition would have sought out a more well-known 
place. According to Julius Africanus,*° relatives of the Lord still lived 


31 On the spellings of the place-name, see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 1077. Luke 4.16 
and Matt 4.13, which depends on it, have the Aramaic spelling Nataed. 

>? Thus, above all Matt 2.23; 26.71; John 18.5, 7; Mark has Nataonvoc four times. 
Luke has both: he has NaGaenvos in Luke 4.34; 24.19 and NaGweatoc in Luke 18.37 and 
seven times in Acts. On the problem, see Schaeder 1967 (GV = 1942) and Bauer/Aland/ 
Aland 1988, 1077; Dalman 1967, 115-25; Riiger 1981. 

33 There are no attestations for such a Jewish pre-Christian Baptist sect. According to 
Acts 24.5, before Felix the rhetorician Tertullus accused Paul as mowtoOTatHy . . . TIS 
tov NaCweatwv aioéoews, i.e., of the Christians. 

*4 Klostermann 1904, 138 lines 24-25: Nataoé0 (Matt 2.23). d0ev 6 Xowotdcs 
NaCwoaios éxAndn, xai NaCaenvoi to maAaov HuEts ol vv Xetotiavot. This is fol- 
lowed by an exact geographical description of the village. 

35 Avi-Yonah 1962; Riiger 1981, 257-58. The relocation of priestly families to Galilee 
was a consequence of the destruction of the temple or of the Bar Kokhba revolt; Dalman 
1967, 65ff. 

3° Enistula ad Aristides apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.7.14: beginning of the third 
century CE. 
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there later in the second century CE. By contrast, in the fourth century CE, 
Epiphanius designates it as a purely Jewish place.*’ The fact that the origin 
of Jesus from Galilean Nazareth presented considerable difficulties in later 
controversies with Jewish dialogue partners is shown by the birth stories 
in Luke and Matthew, where the birth of Jesus, under different presupposi- 
tions, is moved to Bethlehem, in order to fulfill the prophecy of Mic 5.1. 
Here we must pay attention to the fact that even in Luke and Matthew, 
the salvation-historically grounded birth in Bethlehem could not suppress 
his origin from Nazareth; rather, it is explained in respectively different 
ways.°® The situation in John is similar. The objection of Nathanael—“Can 
anything good come from Nazareth?”*’—and that of the Jews—“Does the 
Messiah come from Galilee? Does not the Scripture say that the Messiah 
comes from the lineage of David and from Bethlehem, the village where 
David lived?’*°—show the weight that the argument of a “nonbiblical” 
origin of Jesus from Galilee possessed among the Jewish opponents also 
at a later time. The earliest sources, Mark and the sayings tradition, and 
yet also John, do not let themselves be impressed by this. Apart from the 
four chapters of Matt | and 2 and Luke | and 2, the origin from Bethlehem 
(and the virgin birth) plays no role in the New Testament. By contrast, the 
descent from the line of David is significant from the beginning onward.”! 

It is peculiar that Nazareth and its broader surroundings no longer 
possess significant weight as the place of the activity of Jesus. Only Luke 


al Epiphanius, Pan. 30.11.7: the information is, however, questionable due to the 
context. 

38 Tn the Lukan account Mary and Joseph live in Nazareth and are compelled to go to 
Bethlehem only by the census of Augustus, since Joseph was a Davidide (Luke 2.1-4). In 
Matthew they both reside in Bethlehem and are forced to flee to Egypt by King Herod’s 
murder attempt in the first place ca. two years after the birth of Jesus. After the death of 
the king they settle by divine command in Galilean Nazareth, since Herod’s son Archelaus 
had become ruler of Judaea (Matt 2.22). Matthew is not bothered very much by the fact 
that Archelaus’ brother Herod (Antipas) is the ruler in Galilee. He is not as historically well 
informed as Luke and regards the whole event as an act of scriptural fulfillment (2.23). The 
scriptural basis for the fulfillment quotation remains unclear. It could refer to the divinely 
consecrated “Nazarite” in Judg 13.5 (LXX: trytaopévov vaCioatov) or—with greater 
probability —to the “shoot” (MT: neser) in Isa 11.1. 

* John 1.46. 

*° John 7.40ff.; cf. 52. 

“1 See section 8.4. Bethlehem is also lacking in the Apostolic Fathers. It first crops up 
again frequently in Justin: 7 Apol. 34.1; Dial. 78.1-8; 102.2; 103.3. It plays an important 
role in the proof from Scripture. For Justin, who cites Matthew and Luke most frequently, 
the birth stories of the two Gospels are a central component of the Christian message. In the 
dispute with Trypho the virgin birth and Isa 7.14 are at the center at multiple points. On 
this, see Hengel 1999b, 347-52. On the virgin birth, see also Ign. Smyrn. 1.1. Here Ignatius 
presupposes knowledge of Luke and Matthew. 
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mentions (on one occasion) the town of Nain,*? which was located ca. ten 
kilometers to the southeast. John mentions Cana four times, which lay 
about seven kilometers to the northeast, whereas he mentions Naza- 
reth only in Philip’s introduction of Jesus to Nathaniel, which provokes 
Nathanael’s rejection.** Mark and Matthew recount only Jesus’ rejection 
in his hometown. Luke places this scene, which he has expanded, in a bio- 
graphically deft way at the beginning of Jesus’ activity.“ All four Gospels 
agree in locating the focal point of the public activity of Jesus in Caper- 
naum on the northwest shore of the Lake of Gennesaret, precisely at the 
opposite end of the province as the last larger place before the border to 
the tetrarchy of Philip on the Jordan and therefore the seat of a military 
unit and a customs office.* Jesus presumably chose this region because 
he found his first followers there. The few place-names that the Gospels 
mentions pile up in this small area. Capernaum is mentioned sixteen times, 
Bethsaida seven times, Chorazin two times, and Gennesaret and the mys- 
terious Dalmanutha once. This last place may be a very early miswriting 
of Magdala, a place which is referred to in the byname of Jesus’ disciple 
Mary Magdalene.*® Matthew and John resolve the tension between the 
hometown of Jesus and the region of his public activity, from which his 
first disciples also come, through the reference to a relocation of Jesus to 
Capernaum.*’ Mark and Luke have him appear there in the synagogue;*® 
he is “at home” there.*? This means, however, that the activity of Jesus 
in Galilee had a clearly defined geographical center, even though he was 
active as an itinerant teacher. This suggests that his public activity prob- 
ably did not extend over several years but was relatively short. 


“? Luke 7.11: the place-name is an original component of the narrative. 

43 Cana: John 2.1, 11; 4.46; 21.2; Nazareth: 1.45-46. See also section 11.5. 

“4 Mark 6.1-6; Matt 13.53-58; Luke 4.16-30. 

4° Nazareth appears eleven times in the Gospels and once in Acts—primarily as the 
place of the origin of Jesus—i.e., more infrequently than Capernaum. Josephus mentions 
Capernaum as a xan in Life 403 (unchanged spelling). In J.W. 3.519 it appears as a rich 
region. The Synoptics designate it multiple times as m0Atc. See also the two attestations in 
Midrash Qohelet (Bill. I: 159-60). Cf. M. Fischer 2001. On Jesus’ activity in Galilee, see 
section 11.2. 

4© Mark 8.10. On this, see the apparatus in NA” and Jeremias 1966a, 87-90. Reed 
2000, 82—93 (on the population density in the villages); 182ff. See further Dunn 2003b, 
31 7if, 

47 Matthew 4. 13; John 2.12: here together with his mother, his brothers, and disciples. 
However, he is said to have stayed there only briefly and then gone to Jerusalem for the 
Passover. Cf. also the move to Jerusalem after Easter in Acts 1.13-14. 

“8 Mark 1.21 = Luke 4.31. 

4° Mark 2.1: év otxw; cf. 3.20; 9.33. The house of Peter may be in view: Mark 
1.29ff. parr. 


296 Jesus and Judaism 


8.3 The Family of Jesus” 


The earliest Gospel according to Mark has, like the latest Gospel according 
to John, no story of Jesus’ childhood. Since both are interested only in the 
“messianic activity” of Jesus, their accounts of Jesus begin only with John 
the Baptist.°' In the introduction of Jesus immediately before his baptism 
by John, Mark mentions only the place of origin “Jesus from Nazareth in 
Galilee.”** Here, there is not yet any mention of his family and his previ- 
ous occupation. In contrast to Luke and Matthew, he initially has no inter- 
est in more detailed biographical narratives. Only the portrayal of Jesus’ 
failed activity in the synagogue of his hometown in Mark 6.1-6 gives the 
evangelist an occasion to mention fundamental information about Jesus 
and his family, which shows that Mark was not only a “kerygmatic sto- 
ryteller” but also could concisely and precisely provide information in a 
“biographical” way. 

For Mark this restraint has theological reasons and cannot simply 
be attributed to ignorance. For him the prehistory of Jesus is secondary, 
for it does not yet belong to the “gospel” for him. He wants to report 
as good news (1.1) only Jesus’ messianic activity and suffering. On the 
other hand, he knows that his hearers and readers nevertheless want to 
learn or be reminded of some key life data. The basic information about 
Jesus was usually already known to the hearers in the worship service. 
Since he does not want to waste a single word, Mark says only that Jesus 
came into his “hometown” (xatoic) in 6.1. After all, he had already men- 
tioned the name of the place in 1.9. It is also conspicuous that he calls 
Jesus only the son of Mary, and his father Joseph does not appear in the 
Gospel of Mark. To be sure, one may not explain this with the claim that 
Jesus was the illegitimate child of a Roman soldier named Panthera, as 
Celsus and the Talmudic sources claimed,’ nor with the suggestion that 


°° Zahn 1900, 225-63; Roloff 1970, 159ff.; Oberlinner 1975; Hengel 1985a (= 2002, 
549-82); Bauckham 1990; Meier 1991, 313-32. 

>! See chapters 9 and 10. 

>? Mark 1.9: HAWev Inoots and Natagét Padtkatac. Matthew 3.13 omits Nazareth 
and says only that Jesus comes from Galilee to the Jordan. Luke 3.21 forgoes any specifica- 
tion of origin. Both Gospels have already informed their readers about this in the prehis- 
tory. John 1.29ff. does not even mention the baptism, though it presupposes it (1.32) and 
teaches about Jesus’ origin in 1.45-46. 

= Origen, Cels. 1.28-29, 32-33, 69: This “Jew,” i.e., the “Jewish” informant of Cel- 
sus, is a rhetorical fiction according to Origen. Nevertheless, Celsus must have been exten- 
sively informed about the Jewish polemic against Jesus in the second century CE. He 
knows from these Jewish sources that the mother of Jesus, a very poor Jew, was sent away 
by her betrothed, a carpenter, because of adultery (uotyeta) with a soldier avOnea, and 
that, wandering around, she bore the child in secret. Jesus is said to have then emigrated to 
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Mark wants to allude indirectly to the virgin birth here. After all, it is the 
inhabitants of Nazareth who call Jesus this according to Mark. The Jew- 
ish historian Tal Ilan has investigated the not infrequent cases in which 
Jews are named in connection with the names of their mothers, and in 
some cases reaches the conclusion “that this was, most likely, due to the 
greater prominence of the mother or the mother’s pedigree.”** For Mark 
the mother of Jesus, who with her sons was later a member of the com- 
munity, was certainly “of greater importance.’”°° This is still clear in Luke 
and John, who refer with emphasis to the mother of Jesus. Only Matthew, 
who knew the Gospel of Luke, seeks to balance out this one-sidedness by 
placing special emphasis in his prehistory on Joseph as a caring “righteous 
man” who acts according to God’s instruction.°° Presumably the father 
died relatively early,°’ so that the mother was the family head for quite 
some time. This would also mean that Jesus, as the eldest son, would have 
had to contribute already early on to the support of the family with many 


Egypt due to poverty, where he successfully learned the art of sorcery. Celsus relies here 
on a Jewish, oral or written “anti-Gospel,” which is presupposed already in the Gospel of 
Matthew. The name of the father Panterd (or Panderd) appears multiple times in rabbinic 
literature: cf. t. Hul. 2.22—24. Strack 1910, § 3-5, p. 2-4 (*21—26*). In Greek authors since 
Epiphanius, Pan. 78.7 (Strack 1910, 10*ff.), the name I1av@ye occurs as a byname or 
name in the genealogy. Zahn 1900, 266ff., seeks to trace this name back to Hegesippus. On 
the whole, see now Schafer 2007 on the Talmudic reports. An illegitimate origin of Jesus 
has been advocated again by Liidemann 2000a, 40, 120-24, 687-88 (GV = 2000b, 60-62, 
879-80). The mention of the large family with four brothers and an unspecified number of 
(at least two) sisters (Mark 6.3) already speaks against this view. Il&vOnQ is presumably 
a corruption of mao0évoc by metathesis; cf. Isa 7.14, the main supporting verse for the 
virgin birth from the Septuagint over which, as shown by Justin’s Dialogus cum Tryphone, 
there was heated debate with Jews; see Hengel 1999b, 347-52. 

4 Tlan 1992, 44. Tal Ilan considers whether this form of the name could be connected 
with the socially higher background of Mary (according to Luke 1.5, 36, 39ff., she is the 
ovyyevic of Elisabeth, the daughter of a priest [cf. note 31 in this chapter], and according 
to later Christian tradition, for example in the Protevangelium Jacobi, she is, after all, of 
Aaronic origin); see now with additional attestations, Ilan 2006, 250-58. 

°° Cf. Acts 1.14; John 2.12; 19.27. 

>© Matt 1.18-25; 2.13-23. In our view, Matthew does this in conscious opposition or at 
least as a supplement to the report of Luke. 

57 Tn his somewhat confused radical skepticism Oberlinner 1975, 73-78, overlooks the 
fact that the evangelists write in a Jewish and ancient milieu where the person of the father 
is usually of the greatest significance. The fact that Mark 6.3 is formulated so uncommonly 
is best explained on the basis of historical reasons. Cf. also 267ff. and 282: the New Testa- 
ment never speaks expressis verbis of a “veneration” of Mary as “mother of the Lord.” The 
only attestation for ) uATHE Tod xvEtoV LOD is the question of Elisabeth (Luke 1.43) and 
has not so much Mariological as christological significance. If Joseph had still been alive, 
why would he not be mentioned as “(adoptive) father of the Lord’? The alternative of a 
divorce of Joseph and Mary appears even less plausible, for the sons and daughter are all 
mentioned, after all, in connection with the mother. 


298 Jesus and Judaism 


children through his handwork, especially since he remained unmarried. 
This would also make especially comprehensible the family’s agitation 
over his “going crazy.’”°* The decisive statement, which is extremely 
valuable historically, is Mark 6.3, the astonished question of the inhabit- 
ants of Nazareth: “Is this not the craftsman, the son of Mary and brother 
of James, Joses, Judas, and Simeon, and do not his sisters live here with 
us?” The four brothers of Jesus with their names—which were frequent 
in the Judaism of the time—are oriented to the patriarchs and Maccabee 
brothers. For this reason one may presuppose a relatively legally strict, 
“nationally conscious” family, which was probably influenced by Phari- 
saic spirit.°’ 

The name Yesi“‘, which the eldest son received,” a short form of 
Yehosi"‘ (YHWH helps/saves), also points in this direction. Yehdsii*‘ 
(in the Septuagint Inootc) was the “prophetic” successor to Moses and 
victorious leader of Israel in the taking of the land. As shown especially 
by Josephus, ossuary inscriptions, ostraca, and papyri, the name Yesi** 
was extraordinarily popular in Palestinian Judaism for national reasons 
between the time of the Maccabees and the beginning of the second cen- 
tury. Then the use of the name suddenly breaks off. It became a taboo 
word. Among the rabbis it is completely lacking. Here Yehdsii*‘ replaced 
the short form once again.°! 

This naming of the sons in the family of Joseph and Mary in con- 
nection with the obvious validity of the Pharisaic eschatology for Jesus 
and the primitive community explains why Pharisees and their scribes 
belonged to their dialogue partners. The subsequently attested strict- 
ness with respect to the law of the most important, first-named brother 
James—who received for this reason the byname “the just” and against 


8 Mark 3.21; see note 78 below. 

>? It is only the later church tradition with Jerome that turns the brothers into “cousins” 
of Jesus; in the second century they are said, according to the Gospel of Peter (Origen, 
Comm. Matt. 10.17; see Aland 2005, 196) and the Protevangelium Jacobi, to stem from an 
earlier marriage of Joseph. 

®° According to Luke 2.7 Jesus is the “first-born son.” Luke also knows about the 
existence of the brothers of Jesus (Luke 8.19-21; Acts 1.14), but consciously lets them 
recede entirely. In the case of James (Acts 12.17; 15.13; 21.18) he stresses his significance 
but does not say that he is the brother of Jesus. According to Luke 1.31, the naming took 
place upon the instruction of the angel Gabriel to Mary; according to Matt 1.21, the “angel 
of the Lord” gives a command to Joseph and explains the name soteriologically: “for he 
will save (Owoet) his people from their sins.” The name already contains the soteriological 
task of Jesus. 

6! Tan 2002, 126-33, counts 103 instances. We still find it in the Bar Kokhba docu- 
ments. On the rabbis, see Bill. VI: 67—71. 
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whose execution by the high priest Annas II around 62 CE Pharisees ener- 
getically protested— would also fit with this.” 

Mark presupposes that the four names of the brothers of Jesus are 
known in the community, and names them because of their subsequent 
significance for the Jewish Christian community; the sisters who live in 
Nazareth remain anonymous. Only the legends since Epiphanius give 
them names.® The fact that the Nazarenes in Mark 6.3 stress that “they 
live here with us” suggests that Mark assumes that they are married in 
Nazareth, while in the case of Mary and the brothers it remains unclear 
whether Nazareth is still their place of residence. With the move of his 
mother and brothers to Capernaum John at least knows more here,™ while 
Matthew speaks only of Jesus moving there. This could be connected 
with the difficulties that the family had due to Jesus’ activity in Naza- 
reth. Perhaps they followed him to Capernaum later, despite the tensions 
that existed between Jesus and them, in order to reintegrate him into the 
family unit. 

The rejection of Jesus by his fellow villagers in Mark 6.1-6 is meant 
to demonstrate that those who stand most closely to him, indeed who are 
related to him, do not want to acknowledge his sending and place them- 
selves on a level with him. The questions “Whence does he have these 
things? And what is this for a wisdom, which is given to him?” are 
consciously formulated in an ambivalent way.® In his answer—which 
is often traced back to a proverb, but which cannot be documented 
elsewhere—Jesus compares himself, only here in Mark, to a prophet, 
who—one is reminded of Jeremiah and the men of Anathoth*®’—is rejected 
in his hometown. 

The sharp statement that “because of their unbelief,’ he “could do 
no miracle there” (Mark 6.5-6) is conspicuous. This speaks, as does the 
exact information about the family, for the authenticity of the narrative. 
In novelistically expanded, dramatized form, Luke 4.16-30 reports that 
Jesus proclaims the fulfillment of Isa 61.1-2 in the synagogue worship 
service and decisively rejects the demand of the doubting hearers that 


Oe Josephus, Ant. 20.200ff. Hengel 2002, 549-77. 

° Blinzler 1967, 35ff. Bauckham 1990, 37-44. 

® John 2.12. 

°° Matthew 4.13; cf. Luke 4.16, 30-31. 

6° Mark 6.2. Luke has emphasized the special wisdom of the boy Jesus in the impres- 
sive special material narrative about the twelve-year-old Jesus in the temple: 2.41-51 
(46-47) and, in addition, the frame of 2.40 and 52 with the reference to the growing oodia 
of the young Jesus. 

67 Mark 6.4; Jer 11.21-23; cf. 1.1 and note 78 below. On the ‘proverb,’ see note 28 in 
chapter 16. 
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he heal, as in Capernaum, also in Nazareth. The consequence is the first 
endangerment of the life of Jesus. The indignant Nazarenes sought to 
throw him down a steep cliff, “but he passed through their midst.”® This 
already signals the end and goal of his way as servant of God and Mes- 
siah.© In the distinctive scene, Luke presupposes the Markan account and 
additional traditions, but shapes the whole into a new narrative, which 
has fundamental significance for him. It is one of those many examples 
in which “tradition” and theological “redaction” can no longer be sepa- 
rated.’? Even for Mark himself, his own formulation of Jesus’ inability 
(OVX EdUVATO) to do a miracle appears to have been too sharp, so that 
he weakened it again with the addition that Jesus did, after all, heal a few 
sick people by laying his hands on them. Matthew turns this “not being 
able” into a punishment and removes thereby the offense: “He did not 
do many miracles because of their unbelief.”’' Matthew also makes an 
apologetic change vis-a-vis the Markan Vorlage in the specification of the 
occupation: “Is this not the son of the craftsman? Is not his mother called 
Mary ... ?” (Matt 13.55). In this way he introduces the lacking father, 
to whom he had assigned greater value in his prehistory than Luke, who 
more strongly emphasizes the role of the mother. At the same time, he 
ascribes to the father the occupation of Jesus, which probably appeared 
inappropriate for the Son of God.” 

The family of Jesus, to which Mark 6.3 (and Matt 13.55 in dependence 
on it) point with singular extensiveness within the New Testament, played 
a dominant role in the later Palestinian-Jewish Christian community.” 
This is especially the case for James. He became the head of the Jeru- 
salem community after the persecution under Agrippa I in ca. 42/43 CE 


°8 Luke 4.30. 

® On this, see Mittmann-Richert 2008. On this typically Johannine formulation, see 
at the beginning of the activity of Jesus John 2.4; cf. 7.30; 8.20; 12.23; 17.1. Luke too 
places the way of Jesus under the mystery of his suffering from the beginning onward; cf. 
Luke 2.7b, 34-35. 

7 Cf. Luke 22.53; Mark 14.41; John 2.4; 13.1; 17.1. 

1! Mark 6.5; cf. Matt 13.58. By contrast, the statement of the Markan version appears 
in Tatian’s Gospel harmony (see Ephrem of Nisibis’ commentary on the Diatessaron [ed. 
Leloir 1966, 210]) embedded in the Lukan narrative; on this, see Bauer 1967b, 361 ff. 

” Matthew 13.55; on the text-critical problem, see Oberlinner 1975, 268ff. As so 
often, the text of Matthew has influenced the later tradition of the text of Mark. On the 
importance of Joseph in Matthew in contrast to the other Gospels and especially to Luke, 
see Hengel 2008c, 341ff. (ET = 2000b, 199ff.). Matthew mentions him seven times, Luke 
five, John two, and Mark not at all. Presumably, Matthew already knew of the slurs about 
the origin of Jesus, which we then encounter in the Jew of Celsus; for this reason he places 
special emphasis on the role of the “righteous” Joseph (1.18ff.); on this, see note 53 above. 

73 According to 1 Cor 9.5, the brothers of Jesus were married. On their leading role, 
see Hegesippus apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.32.6. 
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and remained so until he was stoned in 62 CE. His successor, after the 
destruction of the city, is said to have been a relative of Jesus, Symeon, 
son of Clopas, who is said to have suffered martyrdom in 107 CE.” The 
later church tradition turns James into the first bishop in Jerusalem,” and 
also later the relatives of the Lord, the so-called Seom60vuvot,” appear 
to have held a special place of honor in Jewish Christian communities, 
which continued to have an effect until far into the second century CE. In 
his ecclesiastical history, Gregory Bar Hebraeus recounts that in Seleu- 
cia on the Tigris there were still in the third century CE three successive 
bishops who claimed descent from Joseph the carpenter: Abris, Abraham, 
and Jacob (James).”’ 

This later significance of the brothers and relatives of Jesus stands in a 
peculiar opposition to the aforementioned conflict of Jesus with his family 
members in all four Gospels. Mark not only provides the most precise infor- 
mation about Jesus’ origin, occupation, and siblings, but also recounts in brief 
form this disturbance, which is again a sign of his—relative—reliability. 
Thus, the rejection of Jesus by the relatives and acquaintances in Nazareth 
is only a companion piece to the previously portrayed dramatic conflict with 
his family. Here we initially encounter the short note in Mark 3.21, which 
shows that Mark knows more than he says and which is deleted—due to its 
offensiveness—by Luke and Matthew: 


And when his family members heard, they went out to seize him. For 
they said: He has lost his mind.” 


One could imagine that from Nazareth they sought him in Capernaum. 
After his return from John the Baptist he became a different person. 
Apparently the family of Jesus wanted to bring Jesus back again “into 
their care” and “not to be brought into further disgrace” by him. After 


74 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.11, following Hegesippus, refers to Luke 24.18; John 19.25; 
cf. Hist. eccl. 3.32. In the legendary martyr accounts he reaches the legendary age of Moses 
of 120 years. Eusebius dates it in the year 107 CE; however, the proconsul Atticus under 
whom Symeon died, is set somewhat earlier; see note 59 in chapter 6. On the persecution 
under Agrippa I, see Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 

™ Hengel 2002, 549-82. The church tradition since Clement of Alexandria makes him 
the first bishop of the church in general, who was appointed by all twelve apostles. See also 
Hengel 2010a, 9-10 (GV = 2006b, 13-14). 

7 Julius Africanus, Ep. ad Aristid. 5 (= Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.7.14). 

™ Zahn 1900, 295-96. 

® Kai dxovoavtes ol TAQ’ AUTOD eEHAVOV xoathoat avtdov ~reyov yao Ott Eé- 
oty. The prophet Jeremiah (12.6, cf. 9.3) also bitterly laments about his “brothers and 
family members.” 
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all, the sharp rejection in Nazareth must have affected the entire family.” 
Mark 3.21 is the starting point for the scene 3.31-35, in which Jesus 
refuses his closest family members, mother and brothers, who want to 
speak with him, and designates his hearers, who sit around him in the 
house, as true “mother and brothers.”’°®° Like many of the narratives in 
Mark, this can be designated as an ideal scene, which is dramaturgically 
and kergymatically shaped. Nevertheless, due to its extremely offensive 
character for a Palestinian Jew, who regarded the fourth commandment 
as the most important after the first, and due to the leading role of the 
brothers of Jesus in the later community, it is certainly not an invention 
but rather goes back, just like the Nazareth scene, to real events. This 
is confirmed by an exchange of words from the Lukan special mate- 
rial (Luke 11.27-28):*' In response to an ascription of blessedness to the 
mother of Jesus by a woman from the crowd, Jesus answers: “Blessed 
rather are those who hear the word of God and keep it.” Between the 
two episodes involving the family of Jesus in 3.21 and 3.31ff. Mark has 
inserted with narrative skill the even sharper judgment of the scribes 
who had come down from Jerusalem to Galilee. They accuse Jesus of 
being in league with the ruler of the demon Beelzebul, 1.e., with Satan 
himself (3.22-30). The two accusations, that of the family and that of the 
scribes, complement each other. The rejection of Jesus proceeds from 
the most important authorities for the Jews, namely one’s own family 


79 Pesch 1984a, 212; Gnilka 1978/1979, II: 148, stresses, on the one hand, rightly that 
“the judgment ‘he is out of his mind’ . . . must not be weakened,” but then claims that it 
has captured no historical memory but rather is to be appraised theologically. “The activity 
of the revealer strikes upon incomprehension, which includes even his family.” Here, on 
the one hand, the opposition between “historical memory” and “theological appraisal” is 
senseless, for in Mark everything is, of course, “theologically appraised” through selec- 
tion and arrangement of the material; on the other hand, the explanation that “the activity 
of the Revealer strikes upon misunderstanding” is a commonplace, which weakens the 
most extreme offensiveness of this text. It does not fit in the later community situation, in 
which the mother of Jesus was esteemed and the brothers were highly regarded. Cf. Acts 
1.14; 1 Cor 9.5. Moreover, one should not designate the Markan Jesus as “Revealer.” This 
sounds like interpretatio gnostica. 

89 Parallels: Luke 8.19-21; Matt 12.46-50. According to the Gospel of Hebrews the 
mater Domini et fratres eius exhort Jesus to let himself be baptized with them. Jesus ini- 
tially rejects this due to his sinlessness. Cited by Jerome, Pelag. 3.2; see Aland 2005, 27. 

81 T uke 11.27-28; see also section 11.5. For the early fathers Irenaeus, Tertullian, 
and Origen Mary was not yet “free from error” and “sinless”; on this, see Bauer 1967b, 
18-20. According to Origen, Hom. Luc. (Rauer 1959, 105ff.) on Luke 2.35, Mary, like the 
disciples of Jesus, has doubts about her son. He therefore died also for her sins. Tertullian, 
Carn. Chr. 7 and Marc. 4.19.6—13, argues against Apelles and Marcion (who invoke his 
question in Matt 12.48 against the reality of the humanity of Jesus) that at that time the 
brothers and mother of Jesus did not really believe in him “but sought to keep him from his 
work,” so that he had to rebuff them. 
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and the religious leaders of the people. Before 70 CE Jerusalem was the 
center of scribal learning and thus of the religious authorities in Palestin- 
ian Judaism.* 

The fact that Jesus’ activity as teacher and miracle worker was— 
initially—trejected by his brothers is attested independently of the Synop- 
tic tradition by John 7.5.% Statements of Jesus from the sayings tradition 
also confirm his critical stance toward familial ties: for example, when 
Jesus, in a way that runs counter to Jewish notions of piety, prohibits a 
potential follower from first burying his own father** or the radical say- 
ing about discipleship in Luke 14.26® and the logion of Luke 12.51-53 
(= Matt 10.34-36) with the quotation from Mic 7.6 about the strife within 
one’s own family in connection with Jesus’ confession that he has come to 
bring division, which Matthew concludes with a sentence that is probably 
oriented to the Hebrew text: “The enemies of a person will be the members 
of his household.” Jesus himself carried out what he requires of his follow- 
ers, 1.e., the break with their family members.*° 

On the other hand, it is telling that after the death of Jesus and the 
resurrection appearances—one of which was, after all, also bestowed 
on Jesus’ brother James—the family of Jesus completely joined the new 
messianic movement, indeed, played a fundamental role in it.’’ In the 
case of the disciples—despite the temporary separation—the family 
bonds also remained stable in the long run. According to Paul, “the rest 
of the apostles, the brothers of the Lord and Cephas” (i.e., Peter) were 
all married.** 

The fact that in all four Gospels—in contrast to the emphasis on 
Peter and to a lesser extent on the sons of Zebedee in the Synoptics or 
on Philip and Thomas in John*’—the brothers of Jesus play no positive 


8? Cf. Mark 7.1. See also the end of section 4.3. 

83 Cf, also the abrupt rebuff of the communication of his mother in John 2.4: “Leave 
me in peace, woman!” on this, see Bauer 1933, 44-45. 

84 Matthew 8.21-22 = Luke 9.59-60; cf. 61-62. This prohibition goes far beyond 
YHWH’s prohibition of Ezekiel from lamenting his wife (Ezek 24.15-27), a sign act that 
is meant to point to the downfall of Jerusalem. With Jesus the concern is with the radical 
freedom for the kingdom of God; see section 10.7. 

8° Cf. Matt 10.37 and Mark 10.29 = Matt 19.29 = Luke 18.29. 

8° T uke 12.51-53 = Matt 10.34-36. Matthew gives the quotation a clearer form. With 
his more extensive version, Luke appears to be more original. Cf. Mark 13.12 = Matt 
10.21. On discipleship and family, see Hengel 1981b (GV = 1968b; 2007b, 40-138) and 
section 11.4. 

87 Cf. Acts 1.14; 1 Cor 15.7; Gal 1.19; 2.9, 12. 

88 Cf, Mark 1.29ff.; 1 Cor 9.5; see Hengel 2010a, 103-16 (GV = 2006b, 166-89). 

89 Ror Mark and John we could also mention Andrew, the brother of Simon Peter: 
Mark 1.16, 29; 3.18; 13.3; John 1.40, 44; 6.8; 12.22. 
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role in the time of his public activity points to old tradition. Despite their 
future leadership role in the Jerusalem community, the picture of them is 
not retouched. James, the brother of the Lord, is stressed in a conspicuous 
way only in the later apocryphal Gospel of the Hebrews and the Gos- 
pel of Thomas from the second century CE.” This evident reserve of the 
older gospel tradition stemming from Jewish Palestine vis-a-vis the family 
of Jesus and especially his brothers rests on the historical recollection that 
Jesus himself, probably on the basis of his messianic sending, had broken 
with his family and that his brothers had rejected this sending or under- 
stood it a different way than Jesus. What Jesus himself carried out, how- 
ever, he also demanded from others. In our view, the fact that Mark, the 
first “biographer” of Jesus, provides in his work a whole series of reliable 
basic information about Jesus’ geographical origin, family, occupation, 
and family conflicts rules out from the outset the view that he primar- 
ily recounts “theological fictions” therein. He could be dependent here on 
Petrine tradition. 


8.4 The Son of David 


Among other things, Hegesippus also attests that Davidic descent was 
ascribed to the family of Jesus in Jewish Palestine.?'! This agrees with a 
broad New Testament tradition. Already Paul cites corresponding confes- 
sional statements in Romans, which go back to the beginnings of Chris- 
tology in the primitive community.’* Mark placed the designation vioc 
Aauté as an address to Jesus twice in the mouth of blind Bartimaeus.” All 
the more it plays a prominent role in Matthew. It appears eight times there 
and three times in Luke.** The descent from David dominates the prehis- 
tory in both Gospels. Above all, however, Luke 3 and Matt 1 introduce 


°° Gos. Thom. 12: For James’ sake heaven and earth have been created; Gospel of 
Hebrews according to Jerome, Vir. ill. 2 (Aland 2005, 507; Ehrman/PleSe 2011, 219): 
James is the first witness of the resurrection; on this, see Hengel 2002, 549-82. Zahn 1900, 
277 n. 1, believes that a piece of information attributed to Severian of Gabbala, which 
mentions James as a third witness of the empty tomb alongside the two disciples of John 
20.2-10, likewise goes back to the Gospel of the Hebrews. 

°! Apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.19-20 (cf. chapter 12). According to this text, “her- 
etics” are said to have denounced descendants of Judas, the brother of the Lord, as descen- 
dants of David before the Roman authorities. See section 8.5. 

» Rom 1.3: yevOuevoc é% onéouatocg Aavid xatd ocexa; cf. the citation of Isa 
11.10 LXX in 15.12 and Rom 9.5. 

°3 Mark 10.47-48 (cf. Luke 18.38-39): vie Aavid ‘Inood, éiénodv ye and vit Aavid 
eA€noov ue; cf. Matt 20.30-31: two blind men call out twice with the addition xvete. Mark 
10.51 has for this still the emphasized Aramaic gapbBovvi. 

** On this, see now Deines 2004, 469-500. 
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two artificial” genealogies, which trace back the family of Jesus to David. 
These genealogies, which deviate already with the father of Joseph, run 
in different directions and contradict each other. Matthew has the official 
royal line from David to Jechoniah, which probably represents a correc- 
tion of the unordinary genealogy in Luke,”° whereas Luke has a peculiar 
secondary line, which is basically unexplainable.” In the aforementioned 
testimony of Hegesippus from ca. 170 CE this early witness reports about 
two great nephews of Jesus, James and Zoker, grandchildren of his brother 
Jude, who was brought to Rome before Emperor Domitian, a piece of 
information that certainly has a historical background.?* We possess a 
whole series of rabbinic indications that Jewish families at the time also 
derived their family tree from David and other great figures of the Old Tes- 
tament.”” An ossuary from Jerusalem from ca. 70 CE has the inscription ‘I 
by(t) dwd, “belonging to the house (= family) of David.”'® For example, 
according to Phil 3.5, Paul appeals, entirely as a matter of course, to his 
descent from the tribe of Benjamin. These different indications make it 
likely that the family of Jesus already traced itself back to David with 
its genealogy. The peculiar version of the genealogy in Luke may be the 
older of the two.'®' Matthew’s genealogy, which follows the royal line, 
shows itself to be a scribal construction from the Septuagint, which is 
erroneous for the sake of the consistency of the 3 x 14 scheme.!” The har- 
monization of the two genealogies already presented the early church with 


°° Matthew 3 x 14; Luke 7 x 11 names. 

°6 Matt 1.1-16 starting from Abraham. He ends with Joseph, the son of Jacob (in 
Luke 3.23 of Eli). Joseph is called “son of David” in Matt 1.20. The “kingship” of Jesus is 
emphasized in Matthew vis-a-vis the Markan Vorlage and Luke: Matt 1.1-16 (6-13); 2.2ff.; 
21.5; 22.7; 25.34, 40, etc. Something similar applies to John 1.49; 12.13, 15; 18.33ff.; 
19.14 ff. and elsewhere, though here his status as Son of David is only hinted at in 7.42. 

°” Luke 3.23-38. In opposite order, starting from Jesus and his (apparent) father Joseph 
and ending with Adam or God himself as Adam’s creator. Between Jesus and Nathan, the 
son of David (2 Sam 5.14; 1 Chr 3.5), Luke has 6 x 7 names, whereas Matthew with 
the royal line has 2 x 14, with three kings being omitted between Joram and Uzziah and 
with Jechoniah being counted twice. On further discrepancies, see Luz 1989, 104-13; 
2007, 79-88 (GV = Luz 2002, 128-31); Bauer 1967b, 21-29: They have had a massive 
influence on the textual tradition. Tatian resolves the difficulty by omitting the genealogy 
in the Diatessaron, and the Gospel of the Ebionites proceeds similarly according to Epipha- 
nius, Pan. 30.14. 

°8 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.20. The names are omitted by Eusebius, but occur in frag- 
ments of the church history of Philip of Side; see Zahn 1900, 239ff.; Preuschen 1905, 111; 
Bauckham 1990, 97-106. 

” Cf. Jeremias 1969a, 284ff. (GV = 1969b, 318ff.). 

100 Flusser 1986; Rahmani 1994, nr. 430 p. 173-74. 

!01 On this, see the detailed investigation in Bauckham 1990, 315-73. 

10? See notes 96-97 above. 
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unresolvable difficulties. The learned Julius Africanus, librarian of the 
emperor Alexander Severus (222-235) and friend of Origen,'™ sought to 
remove the contradiction through the hypothesis of a levirate marriage.'™ 
The ancestry of Mary has been derived—sometimes even in more recent 
times—both from David and from Aaron.'® However, in the early church, 
the Davidic ancestry established itself in her case too, even though Luke 
leaves this question unanswered. Here the early church speculation pos- 
sessed a wide field in which it could expand itself further. 

In a few cases we also find a rejection of Jesus’ Davidic sonship, such 
as in the anti-Jewish Epistle of Barnabas with an appeal to Ps 110.1.'% 
However, this is the rare exception that proves the rule. By contrast, nei- 
ther Jesus’ question to the scribes in Mark 12.35-37 parr. nor John 7.40-43 
ought to be interpreted in this anti-Davidic way. In Mark Jesus points to a 
paradox, which the scribes do not understand, and John too demonstrates 
only the ignorance of the people’ with regard to the true dignity and 
divine origin of Jesus. There is no real reason to doubt that in the family 
of Jesus the tradition of its descent from David was alive and well. The 
genealogy in Luke could originate from there, but it too gives the impres- 
sion of being a construction. This is shown by the insertion of the unfit- 
ting names “Zorobabel” and “Salathiel.”!°> Despite all open—indeed 
unanswerable—dquestions, Albert Schweitzer’s statement may contain a 
particula veri: “Hitherto the view has been that it was the primitive com- 
munity which made the Lord into the Son of David because it held him to 
be the Messiah. It is time to consider seriously whether it was not rather 
Jesus who held himself to be the Messiah because he was descended from 
David.” In any case, with the tradition of Jesus’ Davidic sonship we are 
dealing with a fundamental conviction of primitive Christianity.'!° 


103 Ca. 160-240 CE. On his person, see Broscio 1998, 408-9; Winkelmann 2002. He 
was probably born in Aelia Capitolina, the former Jerusalem. 

'04 Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.7.2-10; on this, see Merkel 1971, 125ff., 132ff. 

105 Cf. in Luke 1.36 her kinship with the daughter of a priest, Elisabeth, the mother of 
the Baptist (1.5). Origen and Ephrem combatted this view; see Bauer 1967b, 8-17. 

106 Barnabus 12.10-11. On this, see Prostmeier 1999, 445ff. In our view, the polemic 
is directed against Jewish Christians who appeal against the notion of preexistence and 
incarnation to the mere sonship of David of Jesus. See also Irenaeus, Haer. 4.33.4; 5.1, 3. 

107 John 7.40: The question comes from hearers of Jesus éx tot 6YAOV. 

'8 Luke 3.27; cf. 1 Chr 3.18-19 LXX; Ezra 3.2; 5.2 and 1 Esdras 4.13; 5.5, 47 LXX. 

‘9 Schweitzer 2000, 319 (GV = 1913, 395). 

10 Cf, also Acts 2.30; 13.23; 2 Tim 2.8; Rev 5.5; 22.16; Ign. Eph. 18.2; 20.2 and 
elsewhere. 
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8.5 The Occupation and Social Background of Jesus 


In connection with the scene in Mark 6.1-6, which is significant for Jesus’ 
biographical data, we also learn about his occupation. He is a “craftsman” 
in the comprehensive sense,!!' i.e., one who can work with wood, clay, 
stone, indeed sometimes even with metal, i.e., carpenter, mason, wood- 
worker, and metalworker in one. He thus possessed an occupation that 
required great skilled craftsmanship. Nevertheless, artisans did not have 
a high standing in the social hierarchy of antiquity. Justin reports from 
an apocryphal source that when Jesus came for baptism at the Jordan 
he “appeared, as the Scriptures proclaim, unsightly (Gevdyc)'” and was 
thought to be a carpenter; for he produced the works of a carpenter. . . 
plows and yokes.”''’’ Celsus mockingly connected Jesus’ occupation as a 
carpenter with his crucifixion.''* The Athenian orator Secundus (first cen- 
tury CE) was mocked by his contemporaries as “wooden nail” because he 
was the son of a carpenter (t€xtovoc maic), and his student Herod Atticus 
ridiculed him with a satirical verse.''° 

Jesus came not from the lowest stratum of the landless day laborers 
and tenants but from the artisan class, 1.e., from the simple middle stratum, 
which predominantly determined the social fabric of early Christianity in 
the next two centuries. 

According to the report of Hegesippus, the aforementioned two great 
nephews of Jesus, whom Domitian had brought to Rome since they were 
politically suspicious as Davidides, belong to the same social milieu. 
They were questioned by the emperor and indicated that they possessed 
a farm of thirty-nine plethras (= ca. ten hectares) with a tax value of nine 
thousand denarii, which they worked together and for which they paid 
their taxes. As proof they showed him the calluses on their hands, and the 
emperor, full of contempt, sent them home as poor people.'!°® In a corre- 
sponding way, the opponent of Christianity Celsus mocked the primi- 
tive background of Jesus and his disciples. Moreover, he speaks 


a oe 


"Il Mark 6.3: téxtov. The Hebrew equivalent is hores/hardas; Aramaic: naggdar. Cf. 2 
Sam 5.11 and | Kgs 7.14: artisans who work with wood, stone, and ore. 

NEC 1a 53,5 LX: 

113 Dial. 88.8. 

"4 On Celsus, see Origen, Cels. 6.36. 

‘lS Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists, p. 544 (Wright 1922). 

16 The wrath of the emperor is directed not against the Christians as such but espe- 
cially against the senatorial nobility. On Hegesippus, see Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.20.1-6; 
3.32.5; cf. section 8.4. 
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contemptuously of “wool workers, cobblers, and fullers,”!'’ who appeared 


as teachers and dominated the social picture of the Christian communi- 
ties. On the other hand, it is conspicuous that Luke and John are silent 
about Jesus’ occupation as a craftsman, and Matthew speaks only of his 
father as a “craftsman.”'!® 

Even though a skilled craftsman in a Galilean village had an 
orderly, relatively secure income, in the eyes of the ancient world he 
was nevertheless regarded as uneducated and uncultured. Mark has not 
retouched the picture of Jesus with respect to this point, although it 
did not correspond to the “missionary needs” of the later community. 
The general skepticism with which Mark 6.1-6 has been considered in 
the work of influential scholars is an indication of how much the feeling 
for the historical reality of life has been lost here.'!? It could be asked 
whether Jesus (and his brother James) received a light whiff of “Greek 
culture” in the nearby polis of Sepphoris. Revealingly, the Jewish inhab- 
itants of this polis, which was refounded by Antipas after its destruction 
by Varus in 4 BCE, did not join the revolt in 66 CE but rather remained 
loyal to Rome and requested Roman protection against their own com- 
patriots.'”° This points to a certain “Hellenistic” influence. Jesus presum- 
ably also spoke some Greek. This is presupposed in the Gospels, for 
example in the conversations with Pilate, the centurion in Capernaum, 
the Syrophoenician woman,'”' and in the case of the “Greeks.”!”? In 
Mark Jesus’ mother tongue is clearly Aramaic. This too goes back to the 
oldest tradition.'** All the more, we can probably assume knowledge of 
Greek on the part of his brother James.'** This was indispensable for the 
long-standing leader of the Jerusalem primitive community. Jesus may 
also have worked with his father on the rebuilding of the nearby Sepphoris 


i Origen, Cels. 3.55; cf. 1.28: The mother of Jesus is said to have earned her liveli- 
hood in a toilsome manner as a “spinner.” Jesus himself is said to have emigrated to Egypt 
due to his poverty and to have worked initially as a day laborer (uto8aovnoas). 

18 Matthew 13.55: tod téxtovoc vidc. See note 72 above. 

'? On this, see Bultmann 1963, 31-32 (GV = 1995, 30-31) and Bultmann/Theissen/ 
Vielhauer 1971, 25-26. The double verse P.Oxy 1.30-—35 (1.9-14) = Gos. Thom. 31 (Aland 
2005, 50) has been formed from Mark 6.4-5 under the influence of Luke 4.23. It is clearly 
secondary and certainly not the basis of the Markan narrative. See note 229 in chapter 6. 
Cf. Klauck 2003a, 117-18 (GV = Klauck 2000, 156-57). 

!20 Josephus, J.W. 3.30ff.; Life 30ff. and elsewhere. On the history of the city, see 
Schiirer 1973—1987, IL: 172—76. See section 3.1.2. 

'21"P)Anvic: Mark 7.26. 

22 John 7.35; 12.20. 

'23 This is already shown by the conspicuously numerous and correct lexical 
Aramaisms. 

124 Hengel 2002, 511-48. 
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by Antipas, which could have dragged on into the second decade of the 
turn of the eras. To be sure, the view that Jesus was taught and “enlight- 
ened” by Cynic itinerant philosophers there is too far-fetched.’ In a 
predominantly Jewish city Cynic teachers would hardly have found 
a fruitful sphere of activity, and in Galilean villages they would have 
encountered only incomprehension, indeed enmity. 


!25 This thesis is advocated above all by Downing 1992, 115-68; see especially 143ff.: 
Jesus and Cynics in Galilee in the twenties CE. Certain parallels in subject matter in the 
sayings tradition do not demonstrate historical dependence. 


John the Baptist! 


The peculiar fact that three Gospels begin their presentation not with Jesus 
but with John the Baptist has been too little appreciated in recent scholar- 
ship. Luke even strengthens this tendency by introducing his work with 
the promise of the birth of the Baptist and artificially interweaving his 
birth story with that of Jesus. Only Matthew begins with the genealogy 
and a shorter account of Jesus’ childhood (chapters 1—2), but then has a 
relatively extensive account of the Baptist follow (chapter 3). Apparently, 
the earliest Christians already had the impression that despite all large, 
indeed growing, differences, despite all tensions between Baptist groups 
and the Jesus community, the Baptist and Jesus belonged inseparably 
together. John was the “forerunner” of Jesus. He is the actual “presupposi- 
tion” (on this, see section 5.1) of the messianic movement that proceeded 
from Jesus. Accordingly, we must begin with him. 


9.1 The Sources on John the Baptist and the 
Comparison of Their Contents 


9.1.1 Josephus 


Our only reports about the Baptist (and his disciples) that are to be taken 
seriously historically are found in the Gospels, Acts, and Josephus. 
The later accounts from the apocrypha—for example from the Gospel of 
the Hebrews or the Pseudo-Clementines—presuppose these reports.” This 


' Bauer 1967b, 101-9; Wink 1968; Bécher 1988; Ernst 1989a; Backhaus 1991; Webb 
1991; Rengstorf 1968 (GV = 1959); Oepke 1964 (GV = 1933); Meier 1994, 19-233; 
Tilly 1994; Theissen/Merz 1998, 196-213 (GV = 1997, 184-98); J. E. Taylor 1997; Dunn 
2003b, 348-71. Cf. now also Allison 2010, 204—20. 

7On this, see Bauer 1967b, 101-15. 
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means that we have no direct access to the Baptist tradition but only texts 
that interpret him from an early Christian perspective or from that of a 
Jewish-Hellenistic historian. Despite these fragmentary and “tendentious” 
reports, it is peculiar that the historicity of the Baptist has been questioned 
less than that of Jesus. 

Josephus? reports about him in connection with the defeat of Herod 
Antipas in his battle against the Nabataean king Aretas IV in 36 CE. The 
people regarded this defeat as God’s punishment for the execution of John 
the Baptist.* He is said to have been a “good man” (@ya00c ave), who 
demanded from his compatriots “righteous behavior among one another 
and piety toward God” as a presupposition for the baptism performed 
by him.° This does not bring “forgiveness of sins” but serves only the 
“consecration of the body,” after “the soul has previously been cleansed.” 
Because the crowds flocked to him and were moved by his preaching, 
Herod feared his influence on the masses could lead to a rebellion (otd- 
otc). In order to forestall this, he had him captured, taken to the fortress 
of Machaerus in Peraea on the border with the Nabataean kingdom, and 
executed there. 

Josephus differs from the New Testament reports in his censuring of 
the prophetic-apocalyptic character of the preaching of the Baptist in favor 
of its ethical content® and, even more so, in his emphasis on the tetrarch’s 
fear of the Baptist’s political influence upon the people, indeed of a revolt. 
However, the denial of the eschatological expectation which had such 
vibrancy in Jewish Palestine at the time, as well as the emphasis on the 
danger of political unrests, is a consistent tendency in his historical work. 
He views John from a perspective that the New Testament presentations 
supplement. What is conspicuous is his decisive rejection of the motif of 
the forgiveness of sins through John’s baptism. Here he appears to oppose 


Josephus, Ant. 18.116—-119. 

* Josephus, Ant. 18.116: Imdavvov tod émxcadrovpévov Pamtiotov. The conspicu- 
ous byname occurs only in Josephus, Mark, Luke, and Matthew. See note 15 below. On 
Antipas, see section 3.1.2. 

> Josephus, Ant. 18.117: Bastiopdc. In the New Testament it occurs in the plural for 
ritual purification in Mark 7.4; Heb 9.10; only in Heb 6.2 could the atypical plural point to 
baptism. Otherwise we consistently find Bdstioua in early Christian linguistic usage; see 
note 88 in chapter 10. 

® Josephus knows, of course, about the eschatological expectation. Indeed, he prob- 
ably shared it in a moderated version; see Ant. 4.114—117: the Balaam oracle; 10.276—277, 
280: the prophecy of Daniel and in general the high estimation of the book of Daniel; J. W. 
6.312—313: messianic prophecies and on this, Hengel 1989c, 237ff. (GV = 1976c, 243ff.). 
He could, however, not write openly about it in Rome. He related the prophecy that is said 
to have sparked off the Jewish War as yenouds audtBodoc to Vespasian. On this, see 
section 3.1.7. 
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opinions that he probably heard in Rome, where he writes. In this case 
the concern could be with Christian baptism or with an interpretation of 
the baptism of John by Baptists.’ After all, the earliest extant account of the 
Baptist, i.e., the account of the Gospel of Mark, emerged shortly before 70 
in Rome, and the Fourth Sibyl, which was composed in Italy soon after 
the eruption of Vesuvius in 79 CE, speaks, likewise in an eschatological 
context, of a purification of the body “in ever flowing rivers,” in connec- 
tion with a call to repentance, prayer of repentance, forgiveness of sins, 
and impending judgment of fire.® 

On fundamental points, however, the report of Josephus agrees with 
the primitive Christian sources. This applies to the uncommon byname 
“the Baptist,” 6 Basttoti¢—a word that surfaces for the first time in the 
Gospels and in Josephus and points to a fundamental difference between 
the baptism of John and the daily immersion baths for ritual purification 
in Judaism, which were performed by the individuals themselves.’ The 
agreement also involves his ethical preaching and the fact that the baptism 
is meant to be accepted by God,'° the mass movement triggered by him, 
the high estimation of him among the people, and the execution by Herod 
Antipas on account of political fears. Thus, the note on the Baptist of the 
Jewish priest from Jerusalem, who was an imperial freedman in Rome and 
contemporary witness, has “no less of a claim to historical appreciation 
than the biblical reports.”" 


Cf. Mark 1.4 = Luke 3.3; Acts 2.38; Rom 6.3, etc. 

° Cf. Mark 1.4; 4 Sib 165-168. On the dating of the Fourth Sibyl, cf. the eruption of 
Vesuvius in 79 CE and the expectation of Nero redivivus in 4 Sib 130-140. On this, see 
Lichtenberger 1987, 39-40. The criticism of Backhaus 1991, 305-6, is scarcely under- 
standable. The eschatological reference does point to a singular event, the Christian influ- 
ence in the Fourth Sibyl that he postulates is unlikely on chronological grounds, and 
nothing points to a Christian interpolation. Jewish proselyte baptism was not yet common 
practice around 79 CE. It is first attested in the Mishnah. On the later wandering of the 
adherent of a Baptist sect, which combines forgiveness of sins and baptism, to Rome and 
his propaganda there, see Alcibiades at the beginning of the third century CE apud Hip- 
polytus, Haer. 3.13.1-6. He appealed to an older Elkesaitic revelation from the third year 
of Trajan (100/101 CE). Cf. also Tacitus, Ann. 15.44.3 (trans. Woodman 2004): Rome 
as the place quo cuncta undique atrocia aut pudenda confluent celebranturque (“where 
everything frightful or shameful, of whatever provence, converges and is celebrated”’); or 
Juvenal, Sat. 3.62: iam pridem Syrus in Tiberim defluxit Orontes (“for a long time already 
the Syrian Orontes has flowed into the Tiber”). 

” On this, see section 9.3. 

'0 Josephus, Ant. 18.117: xai tiv Partiow anodextiyv adt@ (scil.0e@) Paveto0an. 

'l Backhaus 1991, 268. Josephus was born around 37/38 CE and finished his Jewish 
Antiquities around 93/94 CE. 


314 Jesus and Judaism 


9.1.2 The Gospels and the Baptist 
9.1.2.1 Mark 


The earliest and shortest reference to the Baptist that we possess is from 
Mark, right before 70 CE. For him the Baptist’s activity and the baptism of 
Jesus are the “beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God,””” 
which means that John and his activity already belong in the gospel as 
its GexH. The scriptural quotation that follows the opening sentence’? is 
meant to prove that the eschatological fulfillment of the prophetic prom- 
ises in Jesus Christ (1.1) has already begun with the activity of John the 
Baptist as the last prophet.'* He is identical with the “messenger,” who is 
“to prepare the way of the Lord,” and the “voice of one who calls in the 
wilderness” announced by Isaiah is the voice of the Baptist,'> who appears 
in “the wilderness,” i.e., the desert of the lower Jordan Valley, and pro- 
claims there—with this the decisive key phrase occurs—the “baptism of 
repentance for the forgiveness of sins.’’'® 

There follows the—exaggerated—portrayal of the success of his bap- 
tism proclamation: “all Judaea and all the inhabitants of Jerusalem went 
out to him, let themselves be baptized by him in the Jordan, and confessed 
their sins” (Mark 1.5). After this fundamental information and a short ref- 
erence to his conspicuous clothing and uncommon diet,!’ Mark immedi- 
ately turns to the Baptist’s “messianic proclamation” about the stronger 
one, who comes after him,'* and thus paves the way for the baptism of 
“Jesus from Nazareth in Galilee,” which immediately follows.’ 


'2 Mark 1.1: Aeyi) tod evayyedtov Inoot Xeuotod.... On this, see Hengel 2008c, 
281-83 and 363 index to Mark 1.1 (ET = 2000b, 172-74 and 328 index to Mark 1.1); 
Klauck 1997. On this, cf. the two occurrences of GeEGpeEvos in Acts 1.22; 10.37 and the 
detailed description in a Lukan sermon of Paul in Acts 13.24-25. 

'S Mark 1.2-3 from Mal 3.1; Exod 23.20; Isa 40.3 LXX. Mark erroneously ascribes the 
whole quotation to Isaiah. Luke produces the Isaiah quotation in expanded form. Matthew 
shortens it and thereby corrects it. 

'4 Mark 9.11-12 = Matt 17.10-11; Luke 16.16; Matt 11.12ff., cf. Mark 11.32 parr. 

'S Mark 1.4: 6 BastiCwv: substantival participle; cf. 6.14, 24. In 6.25 and 8.28 Mark 
has Bastioths, which is what Matthew and Luke consistently use. John avoids the sub- 
stantive. In the Gospel of John the Baptist no longer has any “title” of his own. He is—like 
the evangelist (John 19.35; 21.24)—only a “witness” to Jesus: 1.6-8, 15, 19-34. 

'© Mark 1.4: xnovoowv Pamtioua pEetavoiac cic GEeow GUAETLOV. Luke 3.3 takes 
over the formula in its entirety. Matthew omits “for the forgiveness of sins”; on this, see 
note 103 below. 

'7 Mark 1.6; see note 123 below. 

'8 Mark 1.7-8; see section 9.1.2.2. 

'° Mark 1.9-11; see chapter 10. 
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Beyond this, Mark has only a few pointers. In 1.14 he stresses that 
Jesus appeared publicly and preached the “gospel of God” only after the 
“handing over” of the Baptist, i.e., after he was taken into custody by 
Herod Antipas. The forerunner must make room for the fulfiller. The exe- 
cution of the Baptist is recounted later in the style of a dramatic oriental 
court history or history of intrigue.”° In this way Mark fills the gap between 
the sending out of the disciples by Jesus and their return.”! In the descent 
from the mountain of transfiguration in Mark 9.11-13 Jesus then desig- 
nates the Baptist as “Elijah redivivus” and as forerunner with respect to 
his own way of suffering. In the final confrontation in Jerusalem, Jesus 
reacts to the highest Jewish authorities’ question about his authority in the 
“temple cleansing” with a counterquestion about the origin of “the bap- 
tism of John,” whether it was based on God’s command or human caprice. 
The leaders of the people evade the question because they fear the nega- 
tive reaction of the crowd, “who all regarded John really as a prophet.” 
Together with the double pointer that the people in Galilee regarded Jesus, 
after the violent death of the Baptist, among other options, also as John 
the Baptist raised from the dead,”* these reports are an indication of how 
close Mark regarded the connection between the Baptist movement and 
the Jesus movement. This must already go back to the primitive commu- 
nity, indeed, we can assume that Jesus himself already pointed to this posi- 
tive connection. The later distance, which becomes apparent especially in 
Matthew and John,” is still lacking in Mark. Only the question of the dis- 
ciples of the Baptist and of the Pharisees about why the disciples of Jesus, 
in contrast to them, do not fast?—which Jesus answers with the reference 
to the messianic festive joy over the presence of the bridegroom—points to 
something fundamentally new,” which Jesus brings and which may not be 
mixed with the old without harm. His answer basically corresponds to the 
announcement of the Messiah—Son of Man as the coming “stronger one” 
by John himself.’ 


°° Mark 6.17-29 = Matt 14.3-12. 

*! Mark 6.6b-13 and 30-31. 

22 Mark 11.27-33 = Luke 20.1-8 = Matt 21.23-27. Luke and Matthew have multiple 
“minor agreements” against Mark, which show that Matthew also looked at Luke (see 
section 6.4.2). 

?3 In Mark 6.14-16 this belief is also attributed to Herod himself. In v. 15 it is a wide- 
spread view in general, as in v. 14b: éAeyov “people were saying”; cf. 8.28. 

4 See the discussion of this point in sections 9.1.2.2, 9.1.2.3, and 10.1. 

°° Mark 2.18-20 = Luke 5.33-35 = Matt 9.14-15. 

© See the drastic parable about the opposition between old and new that follows in 
Mark 2.21-22 parr. 

2” Mark 1.7-8 parr. 
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9.1.2.2 Luke and Matthew 


In Luke we find additional information about the Baptist. Thus, he is the 
only one who provides information about the family background of John 
in his prehistory, where he connects the birth of the Baptist closely to 
Jesus, who is about the same age, in chapter 1. His parents are a priestly 
couple. The father, Zechariah, comes from the division of Abijah, the 
eighth of the twenty-four priestly classes, which respectively served in 
the temple for a week each year, with their functions being determined 
daily*® by the drawing of lots.’? His father is in the process of carrying out 
the incense offering in the temple when the messenger of God Gabriel 
announces the miracle of the birth of a son.*° 

His mother Elisabeth is also said to be of Aaronite descent. The place 
of origin of the Baptist was in the Judaean hill country; Jerusalem was 
primarily reserved for the leading priestly families.*! Luke’s legendary 
story of John’s birth, like the story about his death in Mark, probably goes 
back to Baptist tradition and was presumably mediated to Luke by Jewish 
Christians. Here we must assume that after the death of the Baptist at least 
a part of the Baptist movement attached itself to Jesus or to the post-Easter 
community. This attachment is a presupposition for the preservation of 
traditions about the Baptist and of the positive picture of the Baptist in 
the primitive community. Like the entire prehistory in general, the story 
of John’s birth was massively shaped by the evangelist, who shows him- 
self to be a gifted storyteller here. Nevertheless, it contains features that 
ascribe a value of his own to the Baptist, which hardly go back to Christian 
tradition, for example, that from the womb onward he was a bearer of the 
Spirit and Nazarite,*” and that he himself, “in the spirit and power of Eli- 
jah,” prepares for the coming of God.** The concluding statement, “and 


87 uke 1.5; cf. 1 Chr 24.7-19 (10); Neh 12.4, 17, see Bill. II: 54-68; on the drawing of 
lots, see 57ff.; on the carrying out of the incense offering, which was held in special esteem, 
see 71ff.; on the legends about the visions in the temple, see Schwemer 1995/1996, II: 
308-15. The list of these priestly divisions and the calendar of their obligations of service 
play a large role in Qumran; see note 166 in chapter 4. 

° Luke 1.9: xatd te £00¢ Tic icoatetacs faye Tov Ovpdoat. On the drawing of 
lots for the priestly functions and the priestly classes, see Bill. Il: 57ff., and on the incense 
offering, see 71-77. Luke is astonishingly well informed about the procedures in the tem- 
ple. Cf. Acts 1.26 on the decision by lot as the verdict of God in the election of Matthias. 

°° Luke 1.5ff.: Zechariah and John are common priestly names. 

3! Luke 1.65: év SAY TH OEE] THs Tovdaiac; cf. 39: Mary, the mother of Jesus, 
visits her relative Elisabeth there; see note 54 in chapter 8. 

>? Luke 1.15; cf. 7.33 parr. and 1.44. 

*? Luke 1.16-17; cf. Mal 3.23-24; Sir 48.10. Between 9.36 and 9.37 Luke omits the 
direct identification of the Baptist with the Elijah redivivus in Mark 9.11-13 = Matt 17.10-13 
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he was in the wilderness until the day of his commission for Israel,” Luke 
1.80, makes a bridge to the historical specification of time and the appear- 
ance of the Baptist in 3.1ff., which is portrayed in prophetic style.** Here 
we should not read in the idea that John stayed with the Essenes of Qum- 
ran in the wilderness on the Dead Sea after the early death of his parents.* 
What is fundamental is the fact that Luke, who begins his narrative with 
a revelation in the temple, has the account end with the stay of the hero in 
the wilderness. This refers to the quotation from Isa 40.3-5 in Luke 3.4ff. 
and points at the same time to a far-reaching change. The son of a priest, 
who is actually destined for service in the temple, turns to a new eschato- 
logical service in the wilderness, which is oriented to the future.*° 

Luke and Matthew introduce in almost identical wording a striking 
example of the Baptist’s preaching of repentance in the form of a prophetic 
reproach, which threatens not the surrounding Gentiles but rather Israel 
with judgment:*’ “Brood of vipers! Who has given you the assurance that 
you could escape the coming judgment?” Only “true fruits of repentance” 
can still save. Trust in descent from Abraham is self-deception. “The axe 
is already laid at the roots of the trees”; it can strike at any moment.* 
“Whoever does not produce fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire.” 
The impending judgment is a judgment of destruction. The threat of judg- 
ment common to Luke and Matthew is usually ascribed to the hypotheti- 
cal source Q. Since every demonstrable narrative context is lacking here 


(cf. Matt 11.14) and reduces it to the promise of the angel in Luke 1.17. By contrast, John 
1.25 denies any connection. In comparison with Luke 1.13-17 the Benedictus more likely 
reflects a Christian influence; cf. 1.67-69, especially if in v. 78 the future émoxéweta is 
to be read with the most important ancient witnesses instead of the aorist émeoxnépato. On 
this, see Mittmann-Richert 1996, 46-47 and elsewhere. 

34 Cf. Jer 1.1 LXX and elsewhere. See note 1 in chapter 1. 

3° The main establishment of the Essenes was, after all, not in Qumran—the physical 
structures there are much too small. Rather, they lived in communities in the larger cities 
of Judaea, which probably means not least in Jerusalem itself: Josephus, J.W. 2.124; Philo, 
Hypoth. 11.1 (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 8.11.1). In Prob. 76 Philo suggests that they lived in 
communities at the outskirts of cities, separated from the corrupt world; see also 1QS VIII 
13-16. John taught orally; scribal activity and scriptural study are not mentioned any- 
where. They had central importance for the Essenes. 

3° The quotation of Isa 40.3-5 in Luke 3.4ff. (cf. Mark 1.3 = Matt 3.3 and Luke 7.27 
= Matt 11.10), which characterizes the Baptist as ““one who calls in the wilderness,” has an 
entirely different meaning than in 1QS VIII 14-15, where it is related to the members of 
the Essene community, who are exhorted: “In the wilderness prepare the way of the Lord,” 
which is then related again to the “study of the Torah” of Moses. 

37 Luke 3.7-9 = Matt 3.7-10. We could also translate this phrase with “devil’s brood”; 
see Gen 3.1, 13; Rev 12.9, 15; 20.2. 

38 This means that the basis also is destroyed, cf. Ezek 17.9; Mal 3.19; Hos 9.16; 
Amos 2.9. The roots can no longer sprout anew as in Isa 6.13; 11.1; Job 14.7-8. We owe 
this reference to F. Neugebauer. 
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for Q* and Luke certainly has the more original version, we must assume 
that Matthew is dependent upon Luke here, but has changed the introduc- 
tion. While according to Luke, in correspondence with the context, the 
crowd that seeks to be baptized by John is addressed by him as “brood of 
vipers,’ Matthew reduces the addressee to the leaders of the people, the 
“Pharisees and Sadducees.” They are addressed and not the people who 
seek to be baptized. In order to establish a closer connection between the 
proclamation of the Baptist and Jesus, Matthew places this sharp address 
of the Baptist two more times in the mouth of Jesus, once against the 
Pharisees and scribes and once against the Pharisees, who accuse him of 
being in league with Beelzebul.*° This means that for Matthew the enemies 
of Jesus are already those of the Baptist, and his proclamation of judgment 
corresponds to that of Jesus. Matthew also places the saying about the tree 
without fruit that is cut down in the Sermon on the Mount.*! Conversely, 
he already puts the summary of the message of Jesus in the mouth of 
John the Baptist: “Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is near.’’** Thus, for 
Matthew the Baptist’s preaching of repentance is identical in substance 
with that of Jesus; a fundamental difference emerges only in the turning of 
salvation, the “forgiveness of sins.” 

By contrast, in Luke we also find as special material concrete ethi- 
cal admonitions, which answer the alarmed question of the hearers “what 
should we do?”: “Let the one who has two tunics give to the one who has 
none, and let the one who has food do the same.” Tax collectors, toll col- 
lectors, and even soldiers—here the soldiers of the Jewish tetrarchs Anti- 
pas and Philip would have to be in view—receive practical instructions 
in response to their questions.“* These have a counterpart in the ethical 
preaching of the Baptist in Josephus. The evil is sought not in foreign rule; 
it is One’s Own interpersonal behavior that must be changed! 

Luke returns to the Baptist later in the large discourse of Jesus about 
the Baptist. “The people and the tax collectors acknowledged God to be 
just and let themselves be baptized by John” in contrast to the Pharisees 


>? The Critical Edition of Q (Robinson/Hoffmann/Kloppenborg 2000, 4-21) shows no 
verifiable meaningful connection of this entirely hypothetical source. Matthew 3.5 prob- 
ably took over the formula  meQiymeos (tod Togddavov) from Luke 3.3. Luke has the 
saying multiple times: 4.14, 37; 7.17; 8.37; Acts 14.6; Matthew has it only once more: 
14.35; cf. also Mark 1.28. Matthew is dependent on Luke here. 

*° Matthew 23.33; 12.34. 

*! Matthew 7.19. 

4 Matthew 3.2 and Jesus in 4.17; cf. Mark 1.15. 

3 See notes 49-50 below. 

44 T uke 3.10-14. On the question of the hearers, cf. Acts 2.37; 16.30; 22.10: Lukan 
stylization. 
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and scribes.* Matthew, who found the tax collector motif in connection 
with the Baptist twice in Luke,*® did not want to pass over it entirely and 
thus later adds to Jesus’ question about the origin of the baptism of John 
the parable of the two sons with the conclusion: “The tax collectors and 
prostitutes,” in contrast to the Jerusalem authorities, will receive access to 
the kingdom of God, for they believed John, who preached “the way of 
righteousness,” while the leaders of the people, although they had sought 
him out,*’ refused to obey him.*® 

For Matthew the Baptist’s preaching of repentance and Jesus’ 
announcement of the kingdom of God lie very close to each other. Both 
teach the “way of righteousness.”’ However, with respect to the dignity of 
Christ and the salvation brought by him, the difference is clear. While Mark 
and Luke report without misgivings that John proclaimed the “baptism of 
repentance for the forgiveness of sins,” Matthew omits this decisive sen- 
tence, moves the phrase “for the forgiveness of sins” to his account of the 
Last Supper, and thus supplements the saying about the cup of his Markan 
Vorlage.*° While John, like Jesus, proclaims the impending dawning of 
the kingdom of God understood as judgment and calls for repentance,’ 
he cannot bring the actual salvation, which resides in the forgiveness of 
sins. This is only mediated through Christ’s death and Christian baptism 
with the trinitarian formula.°* For Matthew the Baptist proclaims only an 
immersion in the Jordan and the confession of sins as a sign of repentance.°? 


4 Luke 7.29-30: éSixaiwoav tov Oedv; the two verses are presumably formulated by 
Luke. He uses the verb Stxa6w six more times, GOetéw five times, and the noun povAn 
ten times. 

“© Luke 3.12-13; 7.29. 

“7 Matthew 21.32: byeic Sé iSOvtes . . .; cf. 3.7 about the Baptist: Td@v 5é moAAOUS 
TOV PaQuroaiwv xal Laddsovxatov. 

48 Matthew 21.28-32. The whole is probably formulated by Matthew and probably 
also presupposes knowledge of Luke 15.11-32; 7.29-30; and 7.39. 

4° Mark 1.4 = Luke 3.3; see note 16 above. In 3.6 Matthew speaks only with Mark 1.5 
of a confession of sin by the people. Luke omits this motif, but introduces it in the Bene- 
dictus (1.77) and in the sending by the risen one in 24.47; cf. Acts 2.38; 5.31; 10.43; 13.38; 
26.18: the servant of God brings forgiveness of sins; see Mittmann-Richert 2008. 

°° Matthew 26.28: TO meQl MOAAMV exyvuvvopEvov eic AdEow CuUaoTLOV. Cf., by 
contrast, Mark 14.24: 16 €xyuvvOpEVov UMEE TOAAOV. 

>! Matt 3.2; cf. 4.17 and Mark 1.15. 

>? Cf. the command to baptize in Matt 28.19-20, which is unique in the Gospels, and 
the soteriological interpretation of the name of Jesus in 1.21: aUTOS YE OWOEL TOV AGOV 
AUVTOD AMO THV AUAOTLOV LUTOV. 

3 Matthew 3.11: Bartitm év bSatt eic ueté&voiay is a qualifying addition to his 
Lukan Vorlage (Luke 3.16). 
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His activity is meant to effectively prepare for the salvation that Jesus first 
brings because he alone “can fulfill all righteousness.’”** 

Between admonition and reference to the coming judge Luke inserts 
a reaction of the people in 3.15-16, which Matthew cannot take over, 
because he has placed his focus on the opponents of Jesus. Full of expec- 
tation, the crowd considers whether John could not be the Messiah. At the 
time when Luke wrote his Gospel—ca. 75-80 CE—Baptist circles may 
have regarded John as a messianic figure.*° Vis-a-vis this misunderstand- 
ing, the Baptist points to the coming stronger one, in relation to whom he 
is not worthy to loosen the strap of his sandals, 1.e., to perform the lowest 
service of a slave.*° This disjunction has its counterpart in the fundamental 
difference between John and the presence of the messianic fulfillment in 
Jesus’ activity according to Jesus’ speech about the Baptist.°’ 

The stronger one baptizes not with water but “with the Holy Spirit 
and fire.” Here, the phrase “with the Holy Spirit” may be an inserted inter- 
pretatio christiana,>* for the “fire baptism” probably originally meant the 
judgment of fire already announced by the prophets, which the coming 
stronger one will carry out according to John. As the farmer on the thresh- 
ing floor with his winnowing fork separates the wheat from the chaff, 
which is burned,” he will make a separation among the people. The judge 
brings the truth and deception of their life to light. The motif of the fire of 
judgment, which appears in Luke only in the preaching of the Baptist, is 
then put into the mouth of Jesus in various ways in Matthew. Starting from 
the preaching of the Baptist it becomes typical for Matthew’s theology of 
judgment, which understands this as “eternal fire (of punishment). 


>* Matthew 3.15; cf. 5.6, 10, 17, 20, and on this, Deines 2004 passim. 

>> Ca. two decades later, in John 1.19-27, the Baptist explicitly rejects such claims 
vis-a-vis a delegation from Jerusalem. See section 9.1.2.3. Cf. also Ps.-Clem. Rec. 1.60.1: 
unus ex discipulis Iohannis adfirmabat Christum Iohannem fuisse et non Iesum (“one of the 
disciples of John affirmed that the Messiah was John and not Jesus”); cf. 1.54.8. 

© Luke 3.16, partly taken over from Mark 1.7. Matthew 3.11 speaks somewhat more 
reservedly of the mere removal or carrying away (BaotdaCetv) of the sandals. His less dras- 
tic version is not original and not an indication of the existence of Q. Between Matt 3.7-10 
and 11 there is also a break in the addressees. The two occurrences of Ud in v. 11 refer no 
longer to the leaders of the people but to the people. They let themselves be baptized. This 
means that the later Matthew is thematically dependent here upon the older Lukan version. 

°7 Luke 7.28 = Matt 11.11; on this, see section 10.8. 

8 On this, see Acts 2.38; 11.16; cf. 10.44-46; 19.2-6. On the relationship between 
baptism and Spirit in the primitive community, see Avemarie 2002b. 

>? Luke 3.17 = Matt 3.12; cf. Luke 3.9 = Matt 3.10. 

6° Matthew 5.22; 7.19 = 3.10; 13.40ff., 50; 18.8-9 and 25.41: t6 200 16 aidviov; cf. 
Mark 9.43: t6 EQ TO Cofeotov; cf. the preaching of the Baptist in Mark 3.12 = Luke 
3.17 and John 15.6. The fire (Luke 12.49) refers not to the fire of judgment but to the entire 
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The judge announced by the Baptist cannot be God himself. The pic- 
ture of the loosening of the sandals would fit just as little here as the com- 
parative “the stronger one” and the talk of his “coming after him.” God is 
incommensurable and does not wear sandals. Rather, the concern must be 
with his authorized one, the coming Son of Man—Messiah,” who carries out 
the judgment as God’s representative but is at the same time a salvific fig- 
ure as the savior of the pious. This suggests the conclusion that the Baptist 
really understood himself as “forerunner” of the Son of Man—Messiah and 
that the primitive Christian interpretation of his person as Elijah redivivus 
can indeed go back to John himself.” With this the question of the claim of 
Jesus also becomes pressing, because Jesus appears after him, knows him- 
self to be very closely connected with John, and yet distinguishes himself 
fundamentally from him. The function of the Baptist becomes comprehen- 
sible only through the question of his relation to Jesus, and, conversely, the 
Baptist already casts a light on Jesus’ messianic claim. 


9.1.2.3 John 


The Fourth Gospel presupposes knowledge of Mark and Luke,® but contra- 
dicts them at decisive points, for the Baptist no longer has an independent 
function for John. According to his statements to the Jewish authorities 
who interrogate him, he is neither Elijah nor the eschatological prophet 
of Deut 18.15. Rather, he is sent by God® only to be active as the first 
witness to Christ, the incarnate Son of God, “who comes after him’ and 
yet “was before him.’ Even his baptizing activity serves only to point to 
Christ, the Spirit-baptizer. It is two disciples of the Baptist who through 


messianic activity of Jesus under the banner of the kingdom of God; see section 17.3.1. On 
this, see Lang 1969, 936ff., 942-44 (GV = 1959, 935ff., 941). 

6! Cf. Dan 7.13-14; on the Son of Man, see section 17.4.1; Luke 1.17 (on this, see 
note 33 above). 

6? Mark 9.11-13 = Matt 17.10-12; Matt 11.4. Cf. Mal 3.19-20, 22; Sir 48.10. The 
location of his baptism at the Jordan, whence Elijah was taken up in a fiery chariot, and 
his clothing also speak for this. Cf. Schwemer 1995/1996, II: 245-46; Ohler 1997, 31-110, 
comes to the following conclusion (107): “John the Baptist (understood) his activity as 
fulfillment of the Elijah promise.” See note 13 above and note 119 below. 

63 Cf, John 1.26-27 = Mark 1.7-8 and Luke 3.16. Without knowledge of the Synoptic 
Baptist tradition the account of the Fourth Gospel becomes incomprehensible. 

® John 1.19-20; 3.28. 

® John 1.6; 3.28: Sti dmeotaApEévos eiul guM00VEV éxeivou; cf. Mark 1.2; Exod 
23.20; Mal 3.1 and Luke 7.27 = Matt 11.10. 

6° See the accumulation of the key words uaetveta and pagtveeiv in John 1.7, 15, 
19, 32, 34; 3.26, 32, 33; cf. 5.33, 36ff.: Jesus has, however, a greater witness than that of 
John, namely the witness of his Father. On the omiow ou eexouEvos, see 1.15, 27, 30; it 
is dependent on Mark 1.7 = Matt 3.11. 
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his witness become the first followers of Jesus.°’ And yet his account does 
contain pointers that are worthy of consideration historically. 

He informs us geographically about places where John baptized: “in 
Bethany, beyond the Jordan,” that is, in Peraea on the east side of the Jor- 
dan, which belonged to Herod Antipas’ sphere of rule.® Since this place 
was no longer identifiable for Origen, he advocated the reading Bethabara.® 
In addition, there appears an “Aenon near Salem,” whose location is 
uncertain.” 

The Fourth Gospel contradicts the Synoptics with respect to the tem- 
poral relationship between the arrest of John and the beginning of Jesus’ 
public activity. According to Mark and Luke, Jesus is active in Galilee only 
after the arrest of the Baptist.’’ According to John, the activities of the two 
overlap temporally. Jesus draws disciples to him as the Messiah testified 
to by John and performs miracles, indeed, he baptizes, namely in Judaea, 
and he is more successful therein than the Baptist.’* John 3.24 corrects the 
Synoptics explicitly: “John was not yet thrown into prison.” Correspond- 
ingly, the chronology is also expanded. At least three Passover festivals 
occur in the activity of Jesus, i.e., it lasts for more than two years.” 

From this some have drawn the inference that Jesus himself was origi- 
nally a disciple of the Baptist and then appeared as a competitor to the 
Baptist, but then abandoned his baptizing activity after the Baptist’s arrest. 


67 John 1.33-37, for “he must increase but I must decrease” (3.30). 

®8 John 1.28; cf. 10.40. 

© Thus a series of later manuscripts. Bethabara lies on the western shore of the Jordan 
ca. six kilometers north of the mouth and is certainly incorrect. The location of Bethany on 
the Jordan is unknown. On the traditions about the place of the baptism, cf. Keel/Kiichler/ 
Uehlinger 1982, 527-31; Meier 1994, 88-89 n. 123. 

1 John 3.23: the later localization to the south of Scythopolis on the border with 
Samaria and not directly at the Jordan is hardly accurate. Perhaps a symbolic meaning also 
lies behind the place-names: “source” and “salvation.” John has a whole series of interest- 
ing historical and geographical details relating to Jewish Palestine at the time of Jesus, 
which we do not find in this way in the other Gospels; see Hengel 1999b, 293-334. 

7 Mark 1.14 = Matt 4.12; in 3.19-20 Luke places this communication as the conclud- 
ing point after his account of the proclamation of the Baptist still prior to the baptism of 
Jesus. 

? John 3.22, 26; 4.1: BastiTet. This is corrected in 4.2: “not Jesus himself but his 
disciples baptize.” The latter could be a correcting addition or a very old gloss; the textual 
tradition, however, is flawless. In Acts 10.48 Peter also has the baptism of Cornelius per- 
formed by coworkers. Paul baptizes himself only rarely: | Cor 1.14-17. In the case of huge 
crowds, the Baptist probably already baptized with the help of his disciples in some cases; 
see note 103 below. 

® John 2.13, 23; 6.4; 11.55; 12.1; 13.1 and elsewhere. The church fathers reckoned 
with two to four years. See note 6 in chapter 11. 
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Such speculations remain uncertain.”* The narrative of the Fourth Gospel 
has in view later tensions between the Palestinian community and the dis- 
ciples of the Baptist. The Johannine Baptist, in relation to his disciples, 
grants absolute priority to Jesus as the true bringer of salvation, “who 
comes from above”: “He must increase, but I must decrease.” The Johan- 
nine interpretation of the Baptist thus contradicts the account in Luke (and 
Matthew) of the Baptist’s doubting question to Jesus from prison about 
whether he is the “coming one.’”’° For the Gospel of John, as a witness to 
Jesus’ sending and dignity, the Baptist can no longer show any uncertainty. 
On the one hand, it is indeed possible that Jesus appeared on the scene 
already some time before the arrest of the Baptist, though presumably not 
in “Judaea” (John 3.22) but rather in Galilee. By contrast, it is unlikely that 
he was first a “disciple” of the Baptist in the strict sense for an extended 
period of time and then became his “rival.” If this were the case, traces of 
a break between teacher and student would have had to become visible. 
This, however, is not the case in the oldest sources, 1.e., Mark and the 
Lukan special material. By contrast, in John the tensions with the later 
Baptist community are evident.” 

According to John 1.35-40, the witness of the Baptist led the first dis- 
ciples to Jesus, namely an unknown figure” and Andrew, who bears wit- 
ness to the Messiah Jesus to his brother Simon and brings him to Jesus.” 
Here it is not, as in the Synoptics, fishermen on the shore of the Lake of 
Gennesaret who are called away from their work into discipleship; rather, 
disciples of the Baptist find their way to the Messiah through their master. 

Obviously, there is no question that Jesus was deeply impressed by the 
message and person of the Baptist. Otherwise, he would not have let him- 
self be baptized by him or spoken so positively about him later. Moreover, 
the close connection between Baptist movement and Jesus movement is 
firmly anchored in the tradition. Accordingly, it is probable that adher- 
ents of the closest circle of disciples were initially close to the Baptist. 
The information about the calling of the disciples by Jesus himself in the 


74“Call and calling seize him in the sphere of the Baptist but not as though he were 
chosen by the Baptist”: Neugebauer 1986, 3. 

® John 3.30. Cf. the reserved appraisal of him by Jesus as mere “burning oil lamp” 
in 5.35; cf. 1.8. 

1 Luke 7.18ff. = Matt 11.2ff.: here too Matthew appears largely dependent on Luke. 

77 John 3.22-27; the picture in the answer of the Baptist in 3.29 probably alludes to 
Mark 2.19; on this, see Hengel 2000a, 260-63. Mark 2.18-19 and Luke 7.33-34 = Matt 
11.18-19 indicate a difference but not a break. 

78 John 1.37ff.: this anonymous figure is probably meant to point already to the anony- 
mous Beloved Disciple; cf. also 18.15; on this, see Hengel 1993a, 216, 313ff. (ET = 1989a, 
78-79, 124 ff.). 

™ John 1.40-42. See section 11.5 on the calling of the disciples. 
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Synoptics and the account of John cannot, however, be reconciled in a har- 
monizing way. The Fourth Gospel has configured his tradition too much 
on the basis of his christological interest for one to be able to reconstruct 
the original events from his consciously deviating account. 

What must be upheld, however, is the paramount importance of the 
Baptist and the movement that proceeded from him not only for the primi- 
tive community but already for the closest circle of disciples and for Jesus 
himself. This becomes evident in the fact that the baptism “in the name of 
Jesus” for the forgiveness of sins, which was quickly introduced after Eas- 
ter by the primitive community as a rite of initiation, is directly dependent 
on the baptism of John. Thus, it is plausible that initial contacts between 
Jesus and leading members of his later circle of Twelve already took place 
in the environment of the Baptist. 


9.2 The Death of the Baptist 


John no longer recounts the death of the Baptist. He presupposes it and is 
content to hint at it.8° Luke, the historian, gives more precise information. 
He concludes his account (3.19-20) prior to the narrative of the baptism 
of Jesus: The tetrarch®' Herod has the Baptist imprisoned because John 
had criticized him because of his marriage “with Herodias, the wife of his 
brother and because of all his (other) evil deeds.”*’ Later the miraculous 
activity of Jesus brings the ruler into terrors of conscience,** since some 
claimed that the Baptist, whom he had caused to be beheaded, had risen 
from the dead.** The consequence is that he desires to see this miracle 
worker, which occurs according to Luke in the passion story.® For the 


8° Thus in the combination of John 3.24, 30: “John was not yet thrown into prison” 
and “He must increase but I must decrease.” See also 5.35: “He was a burning oil lamp” 
(but this has gone out); cf. 1.8. 

5! Only Luke speaks multiple times in a historically correct manner of “tetrarchs,” a 
title that Augustus had given the sons of Herod because he wanted to avoid the title of king 
(see section 3.1.1 with note 167): Luke 3.1, 19; 9.7; Acts 13.1. Mark 6.14 calls Herod in a 
popular manner Baotretc. In the parallel in Matt 14.1 the title was presumably taken over 
from Luke 9.7, for in the following narrative Matthew, following Mark, inconsistently calls 
Herod Baotietc: Matt 14.9 = Mark 6.22, 25-26. 

8? Luke 3.19-20; cf. Mark 6.17-18 = Matt 14.3-4. Following Mark, Luke 9.9 concisely 
recounts the beheading of John as a self-incrimination of Herod in one sentence. 

83 Cf. Luke 9.7: Sunmdoet; cf. Mark 6.20. 

8 Mark 6.14-16; Luke 9.7-9. 

85 Luke 23.6-12; cf. 13.31-32. Luke has more to report about Herod Antipas than do 
the other evangelists, including valuable individual traditions: Luke 3.1, 19; 8.3; 13.31: He 
seeks also to kill Jesus, see section 11.3; Acts 13.1. On the passion story, see the conspicu- 
ous special tradition in 23.7-12, 15. Ignatius, Jo the Smyrneans 1.2 brings together Pontius 
Pilate and the tetrarch Herod (Luke 3.1; 23.7ff.) with respect to the crucifixion of Jesus. He 
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first ‘Christian historian,’ with this all that is necessary has been said. In 
3.21-22 the narrative thread is immediately led back again to Jesus and 
his baptism. In the work that is dedicated to the illustrious Theophilus, 
there is no room for the gruesome oriental court intrigue that leads to the 
beheading of the Baptist. 

Already in Mark, who recounts his death in dramatic detail, it appears 
as a foreign body, and he has trouble incorporating it into his Gospel in 
a sensible way.** Matthew therefore rigorously shortens the account and 
joins it at the end with Jesus by having the disciples of the Baptist come 
to Jesus after the burial of his corpse in order to tell him. Thus, they are 
led through the death of the Baptist to Jesus.*’” Both evangelists, Mark 
and Matthew, make the fate of the “Elijah redivivus” John a sign of Jesus’ 
way of suffering.*® In the Markan narrative John attacks Herod in the style 
of prophetic criticism because he has married Herodias, the wife of his 
brother Philip, in contravention of the commandment of the law: “It is not 
lawful for you to have the wife of your brother.”’*? However, Herod fears 
this “just and holy man,” whereas Herodias desires to kill him. At the birth- 
day celebration of the tetrarch in the circle of his powerful ones, Herod, 
moved by the dance of the daughter of Herodias,”’ promises to fulfill any 
wish. She asks, at the prompting of her mother, for the head of John the 
Baptist, and Herod must reluctantly give the command to behead him. 

To be sure, some discrepancies emerge from the comparison with 
the account of Josephus. Herodias,”! a niece of Antipas, was not married 
to the tetrarch Philip, whose territory bordered Galilee to the west,’ but 


appears to have known the Gospel of Luke; cf. also Ign. Smyrn. 3.2. In Gos. Pet. 1-2 Herod 
has Jesus crucified; cf. Ascen. Isa. 11.19: The “sons of Israel” hand over Jesus “to the king” 
(= Herod Antipas) for crucifixion. On this, see Norelli 1995, 575-80. 

86 Mark 6.17-29 = Matt 14.3-12. With 14.2 Matthew builds on 11.2, where the impris- 
oned Baptist sends disciples to Jesus who ask him the Messiah question. 

87 Mark 6.14-29 fills with the account the gap between the sending out and the return 
of the disciples. While Herod gets rid of the Baptist Jesus’ message is carried variously 
through the land. Matthew 14.1-12 has it follow upon the rejection of Jesus in Nazareth. 

88 Mark 9.12-13 and even more clearly Matt 17.11-13. 

8° Mark 6.18, cf. Lev 18.16; 20.21. Beyond this the concern is with a case of adultery. 
See also Nathan and David in 2 Sam 12.1-12. We could also refer to the relationship of 
Ahab and Jezebel to Elijah; 1 Kgs 18.16ff.; 19.1ff. 

°° We learn her name, Salome, only through Josephus, Ant. 18.136. According to 
him, she married the already aged tetrarch Philip, who died in 33/34 CE: Ant. 18.137; cf. 
18.106-—108. Mark has confused the family relationships. 

°! Herodias was daughter of Aristobulus (a half-brother of Herod Antipas), who 
was executed by Herod, and granddaughter of the Hasmonean Mariamne and sister of 
Agrippa I. See section 3.1.2 and the end of the present section. 

°° Cf. Luke 3.1; as a correction the ‘historian’ omits the name of Philip in 3.19 and 
speaks in a materially correct way only of “his brother.” 
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rather to a half-brother of the tetrarch, who lived in Rome as a private 
person. The ambitious Herodias desired to become the wife of a ruler and 
ousted the first spouse of Antipas, a daughter of the Nabataean king Are- 
tas IV, who, being indignant, returned to her father. This gave rise to strife 
between Antipas and Aretas, which led ca. seven or eight years later, after 
the death of Philip,?* to war over his inheritance and to the defeat of Anti- 
pas, which the people viewed as God’s punishment for the execution of 
the Baptist.” 

According to Josephus, John was imprisoned and killed in the fortress 
of Machaerus on the southwestern border of Peraea, high above the Dead 
Sea. In the presentation of Mark the impression that one gets is rather that 
the birthday celebration of the tetrarch took place in Galilee, although no 
location is mentioned.” It is common to the accounts of Josephus and the 
Synoptics that the Baptist, after some time of imprisonment, was killed at 
the command of Antipas and that this was a consequence of his prophetic 
criticism—in Josephus because of his influence on the people, in the Syn- 
optics because of his accusation against the tetrarch. Another shared fea- 
ture is the fear of the ruler, though admittedly with different justifications. 
According to Josephus, he fears that a revolt will be sparked off by the 
Baptist’s influence upon the people. According to Mark, “the king’ —in 
contrast to Herodias, who desires to destroy the bothersome preacher of 
repentance—shies away from killing the man of God, who brings him into 
terrors of conscience, and reluctantly gives the command to execute him. 
According to Matthew, he fears the people, who regard John as a prophet.”° 

A peculiar agreement also emerges in the characterization of Hero- 
dias and Herod in Mark and Josephus. She is ambitious, strong-willed, 
and proud, whereas Herod is more of a wavering, weak character.”’ The 


”? Ca. 33/36 CE; see Josephus, Ant. 18.106—108 and section 3.1.2. 

an Josephus, Ant. 18.110-111, 136, 148. Perhaps Paul’s stay in Arabia (Gal 1.17) was 
ended by this war; cf. also 2 Cor 11.32-33; see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 208ff. (ET = 1997, 
127 it.) 

°° According to Mark 6.21, among others “the first men of Galilee” are gathered. 

*© Josephus, Ant. 18.118: Se(oac “Heddy. Mark 6.20: épofeito tov Iwdvvny, 
elds avTOV dvdEa dixatov ual Gytov; Matt 14.5: e€poBnOn tov SxyAov. Matthew 
deletes the hesitation of the “king” and that he liked to hear John. In Matthew Herod also 
desires to kill the Baptist and not only Herodias. The motif of fear before the people sur- 
faces again in similar formulations in the controversy dialogues in Jerusalem with a view 
to the Baptist and the preaching of Jesus: Mark 11.32 = Matt 21.26 = Luke 20.6; cf. Mark 
12.12 = Matt 21.46 = Luke 20.19; Luke 22.2; cf. Mark 14.1—2 = Matt 26.5. 

°7 Josephus, Ant. 18.110-111, 136, 240-255. She turns out to be a kindred sister of 
the no less ambitious Agrippa, whom Caligula appointed king and successor to Philip. Cf. 
Luke 7.24 = Matt 11.7, where Jesus characterizes Antipas as a “reed”; see section 8.1 with 
notes 22—23. 
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dramatic account in Mark is certainly not the work of the evangelist but 
rather comes from the popular Baptist tradition. It cannot be regarded as 
pure fiction. 


9.3 On the History-of-Religions Background of John the Baptist 


The figure of the Baptist does not fit very well in the picture of Pales- 
tinian Judaism prior to 70 CE with the temple, the priesthood, and the 
different “religious parties,’ as it is handed down to us, for example, in 
Josephus. His activity remains enigmatic in many respects. In him we see 
how fragmentary our knowledge about the time of the rule of the prefects 
and tetrarchs is. It is also peculiar that Josephus portrays him positively in 
contrast to other “charismatic” figures of that time, such as the Samaritan 
prophet Theudas or the unnamed Egyptian, who likewise sparked off mass 
movements and were killed.** This may be an indication that John, like 
Jesus, did not preach violent political revolution. On the other hand, there 
can be no doubt that the basic motivation for his activity was the expec- 
tation of the radical change that the impending dawning of the kingdom 
of God had to bring with it. Matthew is materially correct when he intro- 
duces John’s proclamation with the statement that Mark and he himself 
put into the mouth of Jesus: “Repent, for the kingdom of God is near.” 
Even though Josephus—as in his historical work in general—almost com- 
pletely censors the eschatological expectation of his people for apologetic 
and political reasons, the Baptist was, like almost no other, a proponent of 
such an expectation. 

All the more conspicuous are his many unique characteristics. This 
applies, first, to the byname “the Baptist,’’°° 0 Bamtitwv or 6 Pasztt- 
otyc.'°' The immersion baths required by the law for the establishment of 
ritual purity had surpassing importance in the temple-oriented piety of the 
Judaism of that time in Eretz Israel. It had to be constantly repeated after 
every more serious ritual “defilement” and before every entry into the 
temple. For the priests serving in the temple—but also for the Essenes, 


°8 The Samaritans: Ant. 18.85-87; Theudas: Ant. 20.97-98; cf. Acts 5.36; the Egyp- 
tian: J.W. 2.261—263; Ant. 20.169-172; cf. Acts 21.38. On the problem, see Hengel 1989c, 
229-33 (GV = 1976c, 235-39). See section 3.15 and the excursus on eschatological proph- 
ets there. 

°° Matt 3.2; 4.17: Jesus; 10.7: the disciples, cf. Mark 1.15; Luke 10.9; see section 
9.1.2.2. The perfect verb ijyytxev can also be translated in a present manner: “The kingdom 
of God is here”; thus probably in Mark 1.15; see note 11 in section 13.1. 

10° On Josephus, see note 4 in this chapter. 

'0l On 6 Pamtitwv, see especially Mark 1.4; 6.14; Bastiotis: 6.25; 8.28; see note 
15 above. 
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who had distanced themselves from the official temple—this occurred 
daily and many times when necessary. Each person had to perform this 
“immersion” for themselves. It was not tied to any liturgical form, and 
it required no “baptizer.”'”’ By contrast, the baptism proclaimed by 
John—like Christian baptism later—occurred only once and was tied to 
the presence of a second person, namely a baptizer. It cannot be derived 
from the later baptism of proselytes, for this was introduced into Judaism 
only in the decades after the end of the temple—presumably under Chris- 
tian influence—and even in it there is no need for a “baptizer.” It replaced 
only the first immersion bath proscribed for proselytes before the sacrifice 
in the temple. By contrast, Mark 1.5 makes clear that the baptism of John 
was connected with the person of the “Baptist”: the many who came to 
him “were baptized by him in the Jordan, confessing their sins.” The con- 
fession of sins is thus an expression of repentance (ueta&vota) and a pre- 
supposition of the forgiveness of sins.'°’ We might hypothesize that after 
a collective confession of sin, the Baptist pronounced the forgiveness of 
sins of the persons baptized, which was sealed by an immersion in the 
water of the Jordan. That such a rite at the command of a prophet could 
bring salvation in the case of deadly sickness is shown by the example 
of the Syrian commander Naaman, who was healed from leprosy on the 
basis of an instruction of Elijah through seven immersions in the Jordan 
River.'“ Beyond this, cleansing through water and forgiveness of sins in 


102 On PaxtiteoOat with a middle meaning “to immerse oneself,” see 2 Kgs 5.14 
LXX about Naaman. Cf. Jdt 12.7-9; Sir 34.25: BamtiCopevoc as purification of impurity 
from contact with the dead through immersion. This ritual “immersion” prescribed in the 
Torah occurred according to specific legally regulated outer presuppositions; on this, see 
the Mishnah tractate Miqvaot; cf. Strack/Stemberger 1996, 132 (GV = Stemberger 1992, 
122); Deines 1993, 319-20 index, s.v. “corpse uncleanness,” “Miqwaot.” 

103 See also Matt 3.6. In 3.2 Matthew does not take over the phrase BdmtioLa 
uetavoiac cic Adeow AuaotLaV from Mark 1.4 but puts in the mouth of the Bap- 
tist the imperative of Jesus from Mark 1.15, i.e., wetavoeite, and the reference to the 
nearness of the kingdom of God. On the confession of sins and forgiveness, see 2 Sam 
12.13: “David said to Nathan: ‘I have sinned against YHWH.’ Nathan answered: ‘Thus 
YHWH has forgiven you your sins.’” Cf. Ps 51; Luke 5.8-10; Acts 19.18; James 5.15- 
16. On the confession of sins of the high priest and of the individual Israelites on the 
great Day of Atonement, see Bill. I: 113-14. Mark 1.5: €BaattCovto Um’ avtod does 
not exclude the collaboration of the disciples in the baptism of masses of people; see 
note 72 above. 

104 Second Kings 5.14: “He immersed himself seven times in the Jordan . . . and 
his body was restored like the body of a small child, and he was cleansed.” MT: yitbol. 
The verb tabal = pastiTeoOa appears only here in the Old Testament. Cf. also 2 Kgs 
6.1-7: the disciples of the prophet Elijah build new dwellings for themselves on the Jor- 
dan, where the miracle of the floating axe takes place. That the Jordan water was already 
regarded in the Mishnah as unsuitable for purification in the case of more severe ritual 
impurity (m. Parah 8.10—see Rengstorf 1968, 612; GV = 1959, 612) may be a rabbinic 
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the eschatological context appear in prophetic sayings.'*° While we have 
references to Jewish or Jewish Christian “baptizers” from the second to 
fourth centuries in Justin, Hippolytus, Epiphanius, and others,’ there is 
doubt concerning how far they can really be traced back into the first 
half of the first century CE and whether they can be directly connected 
with the movement of John the Baptist. The Mandaean Baptist traditions, 
which were often drawn upon previously, should be left aside. They are 
influenced by the Nestorian baptism rite and are much later. A direct his- 
torical connection to John the Baptist and his disciples cannot be demon- 
strated in them. 

We could designate as a contemporary “parallel” the ascetic Bannus, 
whom the seventeen-year-old Josephus sought out and with whom he 
probably spent three years.'°’ He lived in the wilderness and only from 


reaction to the preferencing of the Jordan in Jewish baptismal sects. In 4 Bar. 6.23 (25) 
the Jordan is the place of the testing of the exiles returning from Babylon. The idea is 
continued in 8.2-3, where God exhorts Jeremiah: “Get up, you and the people, and come to 
the Jordan; and you will say to the people, ‘Let him who desires the Lord leave the works 
of Babylon behind’” (trans. S. E. Robinson, OTP 2: 423). After this the people cross over 
the river. The interpretation of these two texts is controversial; see Schaller 1998, 736-37, 
743-44. Israel passed through the Jordan as the eastern border of the Promised Land before 
the occupation of the land (Josh 3). Whoever sought “to prepare the way of the Lord in the 
wilderness” (Isa 40.3; see note 36 above) had to cross over it in the opposite direction, such 
as the pseudo-prophet Theudas with his followers in ca. 44 CE (Josephus, Ant. 20.97-98; 
cf. Acts 5.36). In LAE 6-8 the Jordan is the place of a forty-day fast of repentance by 
Adam, who stands up to his neck in water. Through this he wanted to receive again access 
to paradise. In all these cases the Jordan is connected with a “rite de passage.” There 
appears to have been a soteriological Jordan typology in the first century. For precisely this 
reason the Jordan could no longer have religious meaning as a place of purification for the 
rabbis later. 

'9 Isaiah 4.4; Ezek 36.25; Zech 13.1; cf. Ps 51.9; Isa 44.3 and on this Num 8.7; 
19.9-22. In the river proceeding from the temple in Ezek 47.3 LXX there is talk of a 
Vd6ME AdéoEws (“water of emptying”), which flows to the east into the Dead Sea, which 
becomes a freshwater area with many fish, and to Galilee and Arabia. It is later interpreted 
with reference to Christian baptism. Cf. Peterson 1959, 327. 

106 Justin, Dial. 80.4 lists, among other things, Bastiotat. Hegesippus apud Eusebius, 
Hist. eccl. 4.22.7, mentons different Jewish groups, including, in addition to “Masbothei” 
(derived from Aramaic root sb’ [immerse, baptize]), above all “Hemerobaptists,’ who 
immersed daily; on this, see t. Yad. 2.20 (line 684) twbly shryn, who take an immersion 
bath every morning before they speak the name of God in the Sh‘ma‘; see also Const. ap. 
6.6.5 (F. X. Funk 1964, 315). Ps.-Clem. Hom. 2.23.1 even designates John as nueeopa- 
TTLOTIS; the most important of his thirty-six disciples is said to have been the Samaritan 
Simon Magus (!). See also Epiphanius, Pan. 17 (Holl/Bergermann/Collatz 2013, 214-15); 
19.5.7 (223): allegedly one of the six Jewish “sects” before 70 CE. We cannot obtain reli- 
able material from these reports. On this, see Thomas 1935, 33-45. 

a Josephus, Life 11; on this, see Siegert 2001, 26-27. He probably sought him out 
time and again during this period of time. 
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“foods that grew of themselves,” wore only “clothing made from (the bark 
of) trees,” and “bathed day and night often in cold water for the sake of 
purity.” 

If Josephus stayed with him for a longer period of time (presumably 
intermittently) in order—beyond the knowledge of the three known Jew- 
ish religious parties, i.e., Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes—to learn rig- 
orous self-discipline and to gather additional religious experiences, then 
Bannus must also have had other students. The parallels to the Baptist lie 
in the stark asceticism with regard to food and clothing and in the life in 
the “wilderness” (€eynuta) but not in the practice of immersion baptism. 
According to everything that we know of the Judaism of the first century 
CE, “the baptism in the Jordan can be understood only as the direct and 
personal work of John the Baptist.”’'®* This can be seen in the byname “the 
Baptist,” which appears for the first time with him. It points to an active 
proclamation of baptism and a baptizing action in the transitive sense, in 
which the crowd was exhorted to be baptized as a sign of their repentance, 
with the “Baptist” playing an essential role, for example by demanding a 
confession of sins and speaking a formula of absolution. The entire event 
was presumably understood as an eschatological “sealing”! with a view to 
God’s impending judgment of wrath and the coming Son of Man—Messiah 
as judge of the world. In relation to this one-time act we could speak with 
A. Schweitzer of an “eschatological sacrament.” It is not merely a symbol 
of the forgiveness of sins but a “being marked for salvation,’!!° which does 
not, to be sure, become effective simply ex opere operato but must lead as 
a consequence to an ethical behavior that produces “fruits that are worthy 
of repentance.””!"! 

In view of the coming judge and of God’s wrath, the mere appeal 
to being children of Abraham is no longer applicable: “God is able from 
these stones to raise up children for Abraham.” Is this meant to signal that 
God can turn also to non-Israelites?''? Here a motif is sounded that reap- 


108 Rengstorf 1968, 614, modified (our emphasis; GV = 1959, 614). 

10° On sealing as divine activity or marking of the people of God, see Fitzer 1964, 946-54 
(ET = 1971, 946-53). In rabbinic Judaism it refers to circumcision. In early Christianity it 
refers, since the Shepherd of Hermas, to baptism (Similitudes 9.16.4 [= 93.4]: 7 omeayic... 
tO VdWe Eotiv: “they descend into the water and come up alive’’). In 4 Bar 6.23 (cf. 8.2-3) 
the testing of the exiles “with the water of the Jordan” is the “sign of the great seal,” see note 
104 above. According to Pss. Sol. 15.6, the righteous bear TO onpetov tod OEeod . . . gic 
owtnotav. Cf. v. 9 and already Ezek 9.4, 6: the preserving onpeiov on the forehead. 

10 Schweitzer 1968, 76 (GV = 1967, 83). On the phrase “eschatological sacrament,” 
see also Schweitzer 2000, 339ff. (GV = 1913, 422ff.), and Schweitzer 1998, 88, 149. 

NT uke 3.8 (cf. Matt 3.8): ToNoate ovv xaEMOVS GElous Th¢ UETAvoiac. 

12 T uke 3.8-9 = Matt 3.9-10; see also notes 37-38 above. This could be a wordplay: 
bdnim | b’nayya—"*bdnim / ’abnayyd. 
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pears in Jesus and Paul''? but plays a role already in the prophetic texts of 
the Old Testament: God is sovereign in his judging and electing activity.'!* 
Yet another feature is significant: The activity of the Baptist presupposes 
a conflict with the temple cult and the priestly aristocracy that dominated 
it. After all, the forgiveness of guilt was tied to cultic institutions in Juda- 
ism. This applies especially to the high priestly rite on the great Day of 
Atonement but also in general to all kinds of offerings through which it 
is possible for “an Israelite sinner to be freed from his sphere of sin at the 
sanctuary,”''> in which the effectiveness of the offering had to be con- 
nected with the will to repentance or to restitution. For the Baptist, as in 
Qumran, in apocalyptic texts, and in primitive Christianity, all humans, 
even Israel itself, are “involved in iniquities, and are full of sins and bur- 
dened with transgressions” and must therefore fear God’s judgment.'’® As 
in Qumran the overcoming of the power of sin, which separates from God, 
demands repentance, entrance into the community of salvation, and per- 
fect observance of the law, but occurs without connection to the official 
cult in Jerusalem, so the Baptist proclaims salvation through repentance, 
baptism in the Jordan with forgiveness of sins, and the fruit of a new obe- 
dience in light of the impending judgment. For the son of the priest from 
the order of Abijah the cult apparently no longer played a significant role, 
and broad masses of people trusted his preaching of repentance more than 
the official sacrificial system in Jerusalem and let themselves be baptized 
by John in the Jordan and have forgiveness pronounced to them, whereas 
the religious leaders of the people rejected him. In this regard he could 
build upon the old connection between prophetic criticism of the cult and 
ethical exhortation. 

He probably derived his message and the concomitant practice of bap- 
tism from a special, God-given prophetic-eschatological authority. Luke 
thus introduces him in the manner of an Old Testament prophet (3.1-2): 
“In the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius . . . the word of the Lord 
came to John, the son of Zechariah. . . “’” That he was a prophet was, in 
contrast to the Jerusalem authorities, the conviction of the crowds and in a 
pointed way also the view of Jesus and the primitive community.''’ Here 
he appeared as the last prophet. A parallel to this is—admittedly in a very 
different context—the gathering of the Qumran community through the 
Teacher of Righteousness in the second century BCE. This suggests 


"13 Cf. Luke 13.28 = Matt 8.11-12; Luke 19.9; John 8.39-40; Rom 4; Gal 3.6-9. 

4 Cf Exod 32.9-10; Amos 9.7-10; Jer 2.9-25; 8.4-13. 

"5 Koch 1980, 317 (GV = Koch 1977, 867-68). 

"6 Fourth Ezra 7.68ff. (trans. B. Metzger, OTP 1: 539; cf. J. Schreiner 1984, 351); 
similarly, 7.46, 48; 8.35. See further Rom 3.9-20, 23. 

"7 Mark 11.27-33 = Luke 20.1-8 = Matt 21.23-27; see sections 5.1 and 10.8. 
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the speculation that not only the primitive community and Jesus but also 
John himself understood his activity in the light of the last word of the 
prophetic books:'"® 


Behold, I am sending to you Elijah, the prophet, 
Before the great and awesome day of YHWH comes. 
Behold, I am sending my messenger, 

that he may prepare the way before me. 


To this can be added the later interpretation:'” 


About you (Elijah) it is written, 
you are ready at the appointed time 
to calm the wrath before it burns. 


In the various Qumran fragments we also find allusions that point to a 
lively eschatological expectation concerning Elijah.'”? The authority 
with which John appears and the impact of his eschatological preaching 
upon the people would best be explained on the basis of a connection with 
the expectation of the Elijah redivivus. This applies all the more since 
in the early Jewish haggadah Elijah was elevated as a priestly figure.'*! 
The peculiar clothing of the Baptist (Mark 1.6) also points in this 
direction. The closest parallel is the garb of Elijah: “a man with a gar- 
ment of hair and a leather belt.”'’’* The special food, i.e., “locusts and 


'!8 Mal 3.23 [ET = 4.5] and 3.1. 

'”? Sirach 48.10. On Elijah, see Jeremias 1964b, 936 (GV = 1935, 938): Thus, “more 
worthy of consideration is the thesis that the Baptist thought of himself as the returning 
Elijah” with reference to Klausner 1945, 243ff. While Jeremias rejects this supposition 
with reference to John 1.21, 25, this text, which openly contradicts the Synoptics, is clearly 
secondary. See section 9.1.2.3 above. By contrast, Luke 1.16-17 already indicates that the 
Baptist tradition places Elijah in relation to their master; see note 33 above. 

'20 Zimmermann 1998, 532 index, s.v. “Elijah,” and 517 index, s.v. “Mal 3.23.” Cf. 
esp. 4Q558 (pp. 413-15) and 4Q521 fr. 2 HI, 2 (pp. 366-69). 

121 Bill. IV: 462, 781-82, 789ff.; Hengel 1989c, 162-71 (GV = 1976c, 167-75) on 
his identification with Phineas, the son of Aaron, as heavenly high priest; cf. the next note. 
On Elijah as priest and eschatological judge in the Lives of the Prophets, see Schwemer 
1995/1996, II: 227-32, 241-46. 

'22 Second Kings 1.8; cf. the mantle of Elijah in 1 Kgs 19.13, 19; 2 Kgs 2.8, 13- 
14. This is not simply the garment of a prophet, Zech 13.4, but his unique, potent cloth- 
ing. See the agreement of 2 Kgs 1.8 LXX with Mark 1.6 = Matt 3.4 and on this, Davies/ 
Allison 1988/1991/1998, I: 295-96. The Baptist appeared not as any old prophet or name- 
less ‘herald in the wilderness.’ His activity was connected from the beginning with Old 
Testament—apocalyptic associations. See also Hengel 1981b, 36 n. 71 (GV = 1968b, 39 
n. 71; Hengel 2007b, 76 n. 124). One should not overlook the fact that in the first century 
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wild honey,”'”* is, for one thing, an expression of radical carelessness and 
needlessness, which contents itself with what God’s creation affords in the 
“wilderness” without human intervention.'** At the same time, the stark 
ascetic stance was a sign of a permanent mindset of repentance. The Bap- 
tist set a conspicuously good example here. For the disciples of the Baptist 
frequent fasting was therefore significant, which led to a question being 
posed to Jesus.’ It is telling that Luke omits the reference to the strange 
clothing and food of the Baptist because it could have a rather repelling 
effect upon Theophilus. He contents himself with Jesus’ reference to the 
radical ascetic in 7.33, which Matt 11.18 further intensifies. 

With regard to the baptism in the Jordan for the forgiveness of sins we 
must consider the fact that the Greek Bdastewv and its intensivum Basti- 
Cetv has, among other senses, also the negative meaning “sink,” “drown,” 
“be flooded.”!*° This applies very occasionally to the Septuagint and espe- 
cially to Josephus.'”’ Without parallel, however, is the formula BaatLio WO 
BastioOfvat, which we find in the mouth of Jesus in Mark 10.38 and 
Luke 12.50, in the unusual meaning to suffer “destruction,” “baptism of 
death,” with the substantive BdmtiO WO appearing for the first time in prim- 
itive Christian linguistic usage. The earliest attestations are Rom 6.4 and 


Elijah could be understood as high priest of the end-time; see Jeremias 1964b, 932-34 (GV 
= 1935, 934-35), and Hengel 1989c, 162-68 (GV = 1976c, 167-72). 

"3 Mark 1.6 = Matt 3.4; on this, see Davies/Allison 1988/1991/1998, I: 296-97. On 
the offense, see Luke 7.33 = Matt 11.18. On the renunciation of wine from childhood 
onward, as with Nazirites, see Luke 1.15. In his fundamental study, Kelhoffer 2005, 10ff., 
points to the difference between Mark 1.6c and Matt 2.4c. In Mark there exists the possibil- 
ity that John also eats other food (jv . . . 860iwv), whereas Matthew speaks of his nourish- 
ment (toodon). Cf. also the difference between Luke 7.33 and Matt 11.18. 

'24 On Elijah, see 1 Kgs 17.3-4; 19.4-8. See further the example of Bannus in Josephus, 
Life 11: toodiy 6€ TH AVTOUATWS dvOLEVHV. For the Jewish Christian encratism of the 
second century the “locusts” became offensive since they were not vegetarian. According 
to Epiphanius, Pan. 30.13.7—8, the Gospel of the Ebionites apparently replaces them with 
a “cake in oil” (€yxeic instead of Gxetc). The Diatessaron spoke therefore of “milk and 
mountain honey”; see Bauer 1967b, 102—3; Davies/Allison 1988/1991/1998, I: 296-97. 

125 Mark 2.18ff. = Luke 5.33ff. = Matt 9.14ff.; cf. Luke 7.33. In Mark the disciples of 
the Baptist and Pharisees pose the question, in Luke the Pharisees and scribes following 
the preceding discussion in 5.30, in Matthew only the disciples of the Baptist. Luke and 
Matthew wanted to avoid a common action of disciples of the Baptist and Pharisees. 

61 SJ, 305-6. On this, see the attestations in Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 265-66, 
under Partito. 

27CFf,,e.g., Isa 21.4: ) @vowtla pe Bastiter (“The lawlessness drowns or soaks me”); 
Job 9.31 Aquila: év dtapOoed Pastioeis pe; Ps 9.16, see Field 1875, ad loc.: GAdos: 
éBpamtioOnoav ([“the nations”] sink); Ps 68.5, ad loc. Symmachus. On Josephus, see J. W. 
1.437: Herod has his brother-in-law, the young high priest Aristobulus HI, drowned by 
Gauls of his bodyguard in the swimming pool in Jericho; 2.556; 3.368, 423, 525, 527; Ant. 
9.212; Life 15: the sinking of Josephus’ ship in the Adriatic. 
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Col 2.12, where in both cases the motif of being buried or of death occurs 
in connection with the substantive. '* 

It is peculiar that this formula BartioWa ParmtioOfvat in the sense 
of the “baptism of death” appears only in the mouth of Jesus. Could it go 
back to Baptist usage and mean that through the baptism in the Jordan 
the sinful human has “sunk”? This would give the baptism of John a deep 
sense and explain why it was continued by Christians after Easter, now “in 
the name of Jesus.” 


28 The middle Hebrew or Aramaic equivalent would be f*bilah or t°biliita/tibbiila’; 
see Jastrow 1903, I: 516-17, 529: dipping, immersion, bathing. 
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Jesus and His Forerunner 


10.1 The Baptism of Jesus 


A fundamental piece of tradition, which later caused difficulties and is 
therefore original, is the baptism of Jesus by John. It is handed down 
to us in Mark 1.9-11 and in Matt 3.13, 16-17, which is dependent on 
the Markan passage. By contrast, Luke 3.21-22 has only a short account 
of the baptism, which is set off from the activity of the Baptist through 
the reference to his arrest. Although primitive Christianity postulated the 
messianic sinlessness of Jesus from the very beginning,’ the Synoptics 
held fast to the fact of Jesus’ baptism. They were, however, aware of the 
theological difficulty of this event. In order to reduce the offense, Luke 
omits the figure of the Baptist and writes: “When Jesus had been bap- 
tized and was praying.”” Matthew not only deleted the reference that the 
baptism occurred “for the forgiveness of sins,” but also added 3.14-15,° a 
dialogue of Jesus with the Baptist in which the latter initially rejects the 
wish of Jesus with the rationale that he, John, would need to be baptized 
by Jesus. He consents only when Jesus explains that “it is fitting for us 
to fulfill all righteousness (i.e., the whole salvific will of God).”* While 
the Gospel of John passes over the narrative of the baptism of Jesus, 


' The problem that this baptism occurred for the forgiveness of sins and presupposed 
a confession of sins does not disturb Mark; cf., however, Paul, 2 Cor 5.21; Rom 8.3-4, on 
the sinlessness of Jesus. Jesus’ sinlessness was from the beginning a foundation of the 
Christology. 

? Luke 3.21: Inood Bamtiobévtoc xal MOEOGEVYOLEVOV and omits the bro Twdv- 
vou of Mark 1.9. In Matt 3.13 Jesus comes to the Baptist “in order to be baptized by him.” 

3 This scene is further intensified in the Gospel of the Ebionites; see Epiphanius, Pan. 
30.13.7-8 = Aland 2005, 27. 

“On the theological significance of Matt 3.15 for the Gospel of Matthew, see Deines 
2004, passim. 
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it presupposes the event, and in the apocryphal Gospel of the Hebrews 
Jesus rejects the exhortation of his mother and brother to let themselves 
be baptized together, with the words “What have I sinned that I should go 
to be baptized by him... ?’”” 

For Mark the baptism of Jesus is also his consecration as Messiah. 
Right after the immersion Jesus receives the Spirit of God and is addressed 
by God himself. He alone sees that the heavens split® and the Spirit of 
God “as a dove” descends upon him (gic aUtOV). At the same time, a 
voice from heaven rings out: “You are my beloved son, with you I am 
well pleased.’ Here the address of Jesus as Son of God is with Ps 2.7 an 
expression of messianic election. It is connected with the saying about 
the servant of God in Isa 42.1: “Behold, my servant, . . . my chosen one, 
in whom my soul delights. I have put my Spirit on him.” As the Son, 
God’s anointed one,* and God’s servant, Jesus is the Spirit-bearer par 
excellence. The exemplary, unsurpassable gifting with the Spirit applies in 
Judaism both to the “royal” and to the “prophetic” anointed one. It would 
be false to construct an antithesis here.’ The fact this unusual narrative was 
preserved—indeed possesses the prominent significance of the opening to 
the activity of Jesus—is connected with the fact that it—by analogy to the 
callings of the prophets in the Old Testament—was understood as the call- 
ing of Jesus into his messianic office. This means that the baptism narrative 


> John 1.32-34; Jerome, Pelag. 3.2 = Aland 2005, 27. 

° Mark 1.10: eidev oxiGougvouc tove ovVEavotc. Luke 3.21 has for this GvewyOf)- 
vat, cf. Isa 64.1: €av avoiEjs TOV OVEaVOV, and Matt 3.16 is dependent on Luke. The 
same applies to pamtioOetc/BamtioBévtoc and én’ GUTOV against Mark, who has gic 
QUTOV. 

7 Mark 1.11: cf. Ps 2.7 and Isa 42.1; on this, see 44.2. Codex D and other Western 
witnesses bring into Luke 3.22 the whole verse of Ps 2.7, as does Justin, Dial. 88.8; 103.6. 
According to Epiphanius, Pan. 30.13.7—8, the Gospel of the Ebionites combines Ps 2.7 
and Isa 42.1; see Aland 2005, 27. On the Messiah as paradigmatic bearer of the Spirit 
of God, see also Isa 11.1-5; 61.1ff. Justin, Dial. 88.3, two Old Latin manuscripts in Matt 
3.15, the Gospel of the Ebionites according to Epiphanius, and the Diatessaron recount 
an additional light phenomenon at the baptism; see Bauer 1967b, 134ff. Bauer also dis- 
cusses the early Christian and gnostic reflection on the baptism of Jesus, which already 
caused the early church quite a headache (110-14). 

8 On the sonship of God of the Davidic king, which in Judaism was related to the 
Messiah, see Ps 2; Ps 89; 2 Sam 7, also Mark 1.1: Ijoot Xetotod viod Oeod and again in 
Mark 14.61; on this, see Hengel 1976b (GV = 1977b; 2006a, 74-145); on the son of God 
in Qumran, see Zimmermann 1998, 540 index, s.v. “Sohn Gottes.” 

° Cf. 1 Sam 10.1ff.; Isa 11.2: “On him will rest the Spirit of the Lord” (avanaboetat 
én’ avtov; cf. Luke 3.22 = Matt 3.16 and John 1.32: éuewvev én’ avtov); Isa 61.1; cf. 
42.1; 44.2 and above all the msyh hrwh, the “Spirit-anointed” in 11QMelch II 1; on this, 
see Zimmermann 1998, 389-412 (391ff., 410-11), who appeals to the “messenger of joy” 
of Isa 52.7 and to Daniel (9.26 or 12.4), behind which Isa 61.1-2 stands, a text that is also 
significant for Jesus; see the end of section 10.5 below. 
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recounts the visionary call through which Jesus experiences his election 
by God and is designated for his messianic task. “Before Jesus called oth- 
ers he himself was called.”!° The deliberate restriction of the event to Jesus 
through the “he saw” and the address following Ps 2.7 “You are .. .” in 
Mark means that this event affected Jesus alone and the others perceived 
nothing. It therefore already falls within the framework of the “Messianic 
secret.” It is not a big step to postulate that Jesus really had a visionary 
call experience at his baptism by John, which gave his life a completely 
new direction. With the baptism of Jesus in the Jordan the foundation is 
laid for his public “messianic” activity. Traces of such visionary experi- 
ences of Jesus or of the closest circle of disciples are found in the saying 
of Jesus in Luke 10.18, the narrative of the walking on the sea (Mark 6.49- 
50), the transfiguration story (9.2ff.), and perhaps also in the temptation 
story.’ The Jesus tradition of the primitive community, which we encoun- 
ter for the first time in Mark, knew that Jesus’ prophetic-messianic activity 
had its origin here. Therefore, despite the difficulties bound up with it, it 
did not suppress the baptism of Jesus by John. In itself Mark could have 
recounted a commissioning of Jesus right before 1.15 without reference 
to the baptism by John. The Gospel would lack nothing without the pre- 
history of the activity of the Baptist. But the weight of this event and the 
significance of John for Jesus and primitive Christianity were too great. It 
was neither possible nor desirable to pass over his activity as the Gey to 
evayyeAtov Inoot Xetotot (Mark 1.1). 


10 Neugebauer 1986, 2. This view is opposed by Hahn 2002, I: 51: “The narrative of 
the baptism . . . cannot be evaluated as a ‘call experience’ of Jesus. The account of Jesus’ 
baptism is in its different versions much too strongly shaped over christologically. ... At 
the same time we must affirm that the baptism of Jesus by John was the presupposition of 
his own activity.” 

'! Only in the second sounding forth of the voice from heaven in Mark 9.7 (“This 
is ...”) do the disciples also hear it. Matthew already turns the “you” into a “this” in 3.17, 
so that all those present are addressed. While Luke 3.22 retains the pronoun “you,” the 
descent of the Spirit in “bodily form as a dove” presupposes that it is seen by all. Accord- 
ing to John 1.32ff., the Baptist sees “the Spirit as a dove from heaven descend and remain 
on him (1.e., Jesus)” and hears God’s witness “this is the one who baptizes with the Holy 
Spirit.” Through this he himself can testify to Jesus as “God’s lamb” (1.29, 36) and as the 
“chosen one of God” (1.34: 6 €xAextOc; on the discussion of this varia lectio, see Metzger 
1975, 200). 

Luke 4.1-13; Matt 4.1-11; cf. Mark 1.12-13 on the animals and on the service of the 
angels to the hungry Jesus. 
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10.2 Jesus’ Activity in Galilee, the Temptation Story, 
and His Separation from the Baptist 


Between the baptism of Jesus and the beginning of his public activity in 
Galilee lies, according to Mark 1.14, the arrest of the Baptist by Herod 
Antipas. Through this Mark wants to make a fundamental distinction 
between the concluded activity of the forerunner and the activity of the 
Messiah.’ As a transition he had previously inserted the forty-day tempta- 
tion of Jesus in the “desolate place” or wilderness. The Spirit he has just 
received “drives” him there. In Mark the notion of the “new” Adam may 
lie in the background. In the wilderness he brings about peace among ani- 
mals, rejects the temptation by Satan, and is miraculously provided for 
by the angels.'* This motif is continued in the Gospel. The Son of Man 
(and of God) overcomes the demons, sickness, and death; forgives sins; 
feeds hungry people; restores the disrupted creation order of marriage; and 
proclaims, indeed embodies, God’s presence. The call into the messianic 
service begins with a superhuman testing, which is configured according 
to biblical models. Luke and Matthew followed Mark with this scheme but 
recount the temptation in greater detail.!" Here too, Matthew is presum- 
ably influenced by Luke.'® On account of their theologically configured 
narrative structure, these temptation accounts can no longer be inves- 
tigated with a view to determining a “historical core.” Perhaps another 
visionary experience of Jesus stood here at the beginning of his activity. 


'3 See section 9.1.2.3. Luke makes an even sharper distinction: 3.19-20: arrest; vv. 
21-22: baptism of Jesus; 4.1-13: temptation; 4.14: return to Galilee “in the power of the 
Spirit.” Matthew recounts the arrest of the Baptist only after the temptation in 4.12-13; 
Jesus withdraws after that to Galilee, leaves Nazareth, and dwells in Capernaum. See sec- 
tion 8.2. 

4 Mark 1.12-13. The strong verb “drive” is used eleven times by Mark for the casting 
out of demons; in Gen 3.24 it describes the banishment from paradise; see Bauer/Aland/ 
Aland 1988, 477: “cast out, drive out in a more or less violent way.” For Judaism the wil- 
derness is not only the place of divine revelation as with Moses and Israel on Sinai but also 
of the powers that are hostile to God. Luke 11.24 = Matt 12.43; Lev 16.10; Tob 8.3; Tg. Yer. 
I Dtn 37.10; b. Sukkah 52b; see Kittel 1964, 657 n. 1 (GV = 1935, 655 n. 1); Davies/Allison 
1988/1991/1998, I: 154. On the motif of the “new Adam,” see Pesch 1984a, 95—96, with 
rich Jewish attestations. On the peace with and among animals, see Dochhorn 2005, 304-5. 
See also Ps 8.5-7; Isa 11.6-9; Heb 2.5-8; | Cor 15.45, and section 17.4.1 on the Son of Man. 

'S Cf. Luke 4.1-13 = Matt 4.1-11; on this, see Heb 4.15. See also Neugebauer 1986. 

'© See Hengel 2008c, 296 (ET = 2000b, 182). The Lukan version is clearly the more 
original one. It has—in accordance with Jewish expectation—its high point in the authen- 
tication miracle of the Son of God Messiah on the pinnacle of the temple before the people. 
Matthew changes the order and places the temptation of world rule at the end. This cor- 
responds to his conclusion in 28.18 and forms a contrasting inclusion to this. A motive for 
Luke to have changed the Matthean order is not identifiable. 
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A withdrawal into solitude after his baptism would also be quite conceiv- 
able. The account reflects the specification of the way of the one autho- 
rized by God. The forty days with fasting correspond to Moses’ time of 
revelation on Sinai and Elijah’s journey to the mountain of revelation."” 
The temptation story, shaped by Old Testament quotations and allusions, 
is artfully composed and evinces the dualism that Jesus shares with large 
parts of Judaism and primitive Christianity. The key word “test” occurs 
several other times in the Synoptics in connection with opponents who 
seek to entrap Jesus.'® In the small farewell discourse in Luke 22.28ff. 
Jesus says that the twelve “persevered with me in my trials,” and he there- 
fore promises them a share in the meal in the kingdom." The subject itself 
occurs again in Gethsemane. This is why Luke, at the end, has the pointer 
“The devil departed from him until an opportune time” (Luke 4.13). In 
his temptation story Matthew strengthens the parallels to the passion and 
resurrection of Jesus.” By contrast, in John there is no longer room for a 
temptation of Jesus.*' The Lukan narrative also shows clear signs of the 
critical conflict of the Jewish Christian community with political messian- 
ism in Jewish Palestine, which flourished ever since the death of Herod in 
4 BCE and the appearance of Judas the Galilean in the tax census in 6 CE 
and became even stronger after the death of King Agrippa I in 44 CE. The 
devil demands that Jesus solve the problems of the world—to turn stones 
into bread and thus overcome hunger, indeed, to take over the rule of 
the world and show himself to Israel as Messias diabolicus from the pin- 
nacle of the temple through a demonstration miracle. “Bread and games” 
rule the world. 

In John” we have references to Jesus and the Baptist being active 
for some time alongside each other and, additionally, to the first disciples 
coming from the circle of the Baptist and changing over to Jesus. It is pos- 
sible that John has inserted the opposition between the baptizing activity 
of the Baptist community and that of the Christians into his contradictory 


'7 Exodus 24.18; Elijah in 1 Kgs 19.5-8 with the angel motif; Gen 7.12: the duration 
of the flood; Acts 1.3: time of revelation of the risen one; on the fasting of Moses, see Exod 
34.28; Deut 9.9; Bill. I: 150-51. 

'8 Mark 8.11; 10.2; 12.15; Luke 10.25 and elsewhere; cf. 1 Cor 10.9. 

'9T uke 22.28: Yueic ¢ eote oi Suapeuevnnotes Let’ p00 ev TOic TELOAOMOIS LOD. 

?0 For Matthew it is significant in the passion story that Jesus rejects all miraculous 
self-help there: Matt 26.53; cf. also the mocking scene in 27.40, where he adds vis-a-vis 
Mark: ei vidc et tod Oeob. See by contrast the demonstration of his divine power in the 
commissioning commandment in 28.19-20. 

71 It is only hinted at and reversed in John 12.27ff. In Gethsemane the arrest immedi- 
ately follows in 18.1 ff. 

*? John 1.35ff. and 3.22ff.; 4.1-2. 
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presentation.”* It remains, however, probable that disciples of Jesus, such 
as Andrew,” but also others, came from the Baptist’s circle of disciples. 
Jesus’ call-vision at the baptism and his marked independence vis-a-vis 
the Baptist speak against the view that Jesus himself was a disciple of the 
Baptist for an extended period of time.** But we can no longer penetrate 
this transitional time between the baptism in the Jordan and Jesus’ activity 
in Galilee. It is possible that there was a time of self-reflection and self- 
testing here before the first public appearance about which we have only 
hints. This period of time probably was not too extensive, just as in general 
neither the activity of the Baptist nor that of Jesus could have lasted for an 
overly long period of time. Both provoked deadly conflict.*® 

The fundamental difference between Jesus and the Baptist becomes 
clear in his activity in Galilee, which Mark describes from 1.15 onward. 
John moves this more strongly toward Judaea, but with the Synoptics one 
will scarcely be able to doubt the center of gravity in Galilee, especially 
since John 1.43ff. and 2.1-12 also recount an initial activity of Jesus there, 
though John then recounts various journeys to the great festivals in Jeru- 
salem.”’ That Jesus visited festivals in Jerusalem on multiple occasions 
is suggested by the fact that according to Mark” he had friends in Beth- 
any, with whom he stayed overnight, and that he was not unknown in the 
holy city. 


10.3 Commonalities and Differences between Jesus and the 
Preaching of the Baptist: The Call for Repentance Addressed to 
Israel and the Nearness of the Judgment” 


All four evangelists connect Jesus in the closest way with the Baptist, 
irrespective of whether he appears as the last eschatological prophet, as 
Elijah redivivus, forerunner and martyr (as in the Synoptics), or as the first 
witness (as in John). Matthew even places in his mouth the same message 


?3 Cf, 3.22 and 4.1-2. Here the hand of a student and corrector could perhaps become 
visible; cf. the “we” in John 21.24. The addition points to discussions in the Johannine school. 

*4 Yohn 1.40. See the end of section 9.1 and section 11.4. 

?5 On this, see Ernst 1989b, which is somewhat too sharp in its emphasis. See also the 
statement of F. Neugebauer in note 74 in chapter 9. 

© See the discussion of this point at the end of section 10.4 and in section 11.1. 

?7 John 2.13: Passover; 5.1: an unnamed festival, presumably Sukkot; 6.4: Passover in 
Galilee (not in Jerusalem); 7.2: Sukkot; 10.22: Hanukkah; 11.55 and elsewhere: Passover 
connected with Jesus’ death. 

°8 Mark 11.11-12; 14.3; cf. 11.3; 14.13ff. Jesus shows himself to be familiar with the 
Jerusalem conditions. See the end of section 11.1 and section 18.2. 

?° Reiser 1997 (GV = 1990); Gregg 2005. 
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with which he—shortening his Markan Vorlage—summarizes Jesus’ proc- 
lamation: “Repent, for the kingdom of God is near.’”*° 

Mark provides a more detailed formulation: “The time is fulfilled and 
the kingdom of God is very near. Repent and believe the good news!’*! 
According to Mark 1.14, this is “God’s good news” (evayyéhtov tot 
Oeob) because Jesus speaks and acts in God’s place, because in him God 
himself comes to his people. With the exhortation “repent!” (uetavoette) 
Jesus follows, according to the Synoptics, in the footsteps of the Bap- 
tist. Like the Baptist, Jesus turns to the whole Jewish people. Like the 
Baptist, Jesus ignited a popular movement, and indeed, we must assume 
that many who were seized by the Baptist’s preaching of repentance sub- 
sequently turned (with the Baptist’s imprisonment and murder) to Jesus 
or later to the post-Easter Jesus movement. The Baptist’s preaching of 
repentance effectively paved the way for Jesus’ message. A compari- 
son between the two figures is difficult, however, since we have much 
less information about the Baptist. We know about his proclamation 
only in extremely abbreviated—Christian—form and through the few 
pointers in Josephus. Nevertheless, such a comparison remains sensible 
since, despite the restricted nature of the source material, commonalities 
and differences emerge in a relatively clear manner. 

In the following points a—limited—agreement becomes visible: 

With Jesus the concern is also with (1) the “nearness of God,’ which 
radically changes everything, (2) the eschatological restitution of the true 
people of God, with the external privileges of Israel being able to be called 
into question, (3) deeds of obedience as genuine fruits of repentance, and (4) 
the impending reality of judgment. To be sure, with Jesus the preaching of 
repentance and judgment—in contrast to what we know of the Baptist—is 
completely enveloped by the good news of the boundless love of God for the 
lost sinner. A linguistic observation is also significant. Apart from Mark 1.15 
and the proclamation of the disciples sent out by Jesus in 6.12, the verb peta- 
voeiv and the substantive wetavouc. no longer occur in connection with Jesus 
in Mark.» In the material common to Luke and Matthew it appears—apart 
from places where it appears in connection with the Baptist—only two more 


3° Matthew 3.2, with the same wording as a saying of Jesus in 4.17, the Vorlage is 
Mark 1.15; cf. also the proclamation of the disciples in Matt 10.7 = Luke 10.9. On the 
whole subject, see section 9.1.2.2. In a consistent manner, Irenaeus turns him, who is more 
than a prophet (Matt 11.9 = Luke 7.26), into the first apostle: Haer. 3.1.1.4. 

31 Mark 1.15: memAnowtat 6 xaLods xal yyixev H Paotreta tod Seo: petavoeite 
XOL MLOTEVETE EV TO EvayyeAi@. On motevetv ev, cf. Exod 14.31 (MT). We could ask 
whether the perfect iyyytxev could not be translated with “the kingdom of God is here”; cf. 
Mark 14.42: “See, my betrayer is here” and on this, see note 11 in chapter 13. 

>? We find it only for the description of the baptism of John in the Jordan. 
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times in the reproach and threat of judgment vis-a-vis the Galilean cities and 
this generation.** In comparison, miotevetv and moti are already much more 
frequent in the Synoptics. Thus, the call for faith appears to have played a 
greater role for Jesus than the traditional concept of repentance, which comes 
from the prophetic preaching of the Old Testament.** On the other hand, 
Luke, in his special material, shows a certain predilection for the word group 
ueTaVoEtv/UETOVOLA and sometimes adds it to his Vorlagen.* He may have 
found it more frequently in his special material, with a special accent being 
placed on it there, namely the emphasis on the joy in heaven over the sinner 
who repents.*° His predilection for the word group may be connected with 
his theology of mission, for this tendency is continued in Acts.*” Paul also 
uses this word group only in a very reserved manner in contrast to miotug and 
motevetv.’ Luke esteems even more the verb evayyediCeo8aL, with which 
he, summarizing, can also use once to designate the preaching of the Baptist.°’ 
For Mark, by contrast, the substantive evc@yyéMtov is the quintessence of the 
new good news of Jesus (and later of the Jesus community), which bestows 
“faith,” i.e., trusting obedience. Thus, the emphasis is placed differently with 
Jesus than with the Baptist. The following points are significant for them both, 
though in different ways. 

Since the time of the Maccabees, the eschatological atmosphere in 
connection with the expectation of the—relatively—near dawning of the 
kingdom of God or of the messianic time*’ was widespread in broad cir- 
cles of the Jewish population in the motherland and in weakened form 
also in the diaspora. This “apocalyptic hope” is not only a basic theme 


*? Luke 10.13; 11.32 = Matt 11.21; 12.41. On this, see Sanders 1985, 106ff. 

34 See also section 16.2 on the miracle tradition. 

35 Luke 5.32; 11.32; cf. 17.3-4. He has the verb in the mouth of Jesus nine times, Mark 
once, Matthew four times; Acts uses it five times. Luke has the noun peté&votc five times in 
the Gospel and six times in Acts. Mark has it once and Matthew twice. John completely avoids 
the verb and noun. In addition, Luke loves the word émoteédetv, which is the predominant 
translation of siib/hesib in the Septuagint: Luke 1.16-17; 22.32; Acts 3.19; 9.35 and elsewhere. 

36T uke 15.7, 10; see the discussion of Luke 15 at the end of this section. 

37 Repentance and faith become almost identical in Luke; for him both are not achieve- 
ments to be performed but the gift of God, a fundamental idea that already applies to the 
proclamation of Jesus. See Mittmann-Richert 2008. 

38 Verb: 2 Cor 12.21; noun: Rom 2.4; 2 Cor 7.9-10. 

° Luke 3.18; cf. also the angel to Zechariah in 1.19. Luke uses it fifteen times in the 
Gospel and twenty-one times in Acts, altogether more frequently than the genuine letters 
of Paul. By contrast, the noun evayyéAtov is completely absent in the Gospel. We find 
it only in Acts in the mouth of Peter (15.7) and Paul (20.24). In Mark only Jesus and his 
disciples proclaim the evayyéAtov: 1.14-15; 8.35; 10.29; 13.10; 14.9, probably redactional 
in each case. He is followed, in weakened form, by Matt 4.23; 9.35; 24.14: 16 evayyéALov 
ths Baotvetac. And only in 26.13: to evayyéAtov toto: Here the written Gospel could 
be meant. The verb evayyeA(Ceo0at is lacking in Mark. Matthew has it only once in the 
allusion to Isa 61.1 in Matt 11.5 = Luke 7.22 from the sayings tradition. 

40 The two are connected: see Dan 7.13; Pss. Sol. 17-18 and the end of section 13.1. 
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for the emergence of primitive Christianity.*! It applies to large Jewish 
groups such as the Pharisees before 70 CE, the Essenes, and the anti- 
Roman insurgent movement. The strongest indication of it is the high esti- 
mation of the book of Daniel in these movements. Only the “conservative” 
Sadducean aristocracy completely rejected it. Its expectations often had a 
strong political component, such as the violent liberation from the yoke of 
foreign rule, but this did not have to stand at the center. With the Baptist 
and with Jesus it does not become visible in the sources handed down to 
us. Both have in common an intensive relationship to the pressing “near- 
ness” of God or of his eschatological authorized representative. However, 
while the Baptist proclaims this representative as the judge who stands 
before the door, Jesus sees God’s reign itself at work already in his own 
“messianic” activity and is certain of its near consummation “in power.” 
The hearers of his message who are open to it can already perceive its 
effects in the present. 

Through the kingdom of God the Baptist and Jesus expect the resti- 
tution of the true people of God promised by the prophets and therefore 
are oriented toward all Israel. Neither establishes an exclusive commu- 
nity of a “holy remnant,” such as the Essenes of Qumran. Nor can we 
yet speak of a “church.” To be sure, Jesus paves the way for its emer- 
gence. The community of disciples constituted by Easter presupposes 
the—messianic—activity of Jesus and is unthinkable without it. It appeals 
just as much to Jesus’ unique words and deeds as to Jesus’ death and resur- 
rection. The two constitute a unity, otherwise the Gospels could not have 
emerged.*? The fact that Jesus selected from the multitude of disciples 
twelve persons“ expresses his claim on the whole twelve-tribe people of 
God. The Baptist also attracts disciples, who presumably also act as help- 
ers in the baptism of masses of people. The points of contact with non- 
Jews are still occasional with Jesus and evince a certain distance.* He 
seeks no contact with Gentiles but rather avoids it. He can, however, pres- 
ent Gentiles and Samaritans as models*° because the old salvific privileges 
of Israel are no longer taken for granted. Similarly, John the Baptist also 
says that physical descent from Abraham no longer applies without the 


“1 On this, see Hengel 1996a, 314-43; Hengel 2002, 302-417. 

4? Mark 9.1; on this, see in greater detail section 13.5. 

43 See section 5.1. 

“4 Mark 3.16-19. On this, see section 11.6. 

4° Tt is conspicuous that these contacts play such a small role in the Gospels. Mark 
7.24ff.: the Syrophoenician woman; Luke 7.1-10: the centurion of Capernaum. John 12.20 
is, like John 4.4-42, a pointer to the Jewish Christian “Hellenists,’ who become active soon 
after Easter. Cf. also Matt 10.5; see section 11.3. 

46 See the end of section 11.3 and section 14.4. 
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fruits of repentance.*’ In distinction from the Baptist, Jesus points to his 
deeds, which are “signs” of the kingdom of God that is already dawning 
with his activity. 

The fact that Jesus, like the Baptist, demands the “good fruit of 
repentance’’* can be seen in the parable of the unfruitful fig tree in Luke 
13.6-9 (special material). The gardener petitions the owner, who wants 
to cut it down, for a final extension of time: “I will dig around it and 
dung it; if it then produces no fruit, cut it down.” This means, now is the 
last grace period. Where fruits are not produced, judgment awaits. To be 
sure, in Jesus’ preaching of repentance there also appears a reevaluation 
of a traditional ideal of piety, which distinguishes him from the Baptist. 
He demands renunciation of all pious self-regard and every reliance on 
merit and reward. The repentance of only one sinner is also reason for 
joy among humans. Therefore, the meals of Jesus with tax collectors and 
sinners, which are so offensive, are meals of joy, which are comparable 
to the celebration of the return of the lost son (Luke 15.23ff.). The Father 
in his boundless goodness accepts the sinner. There is no trace of this in 
the tradition about the Baptist preserved for us. Rather, with him and his 
disciples a disposition of repentance is connected with strict asceticism.” 

An important component of the proclamation of both is the threat of 
impending divine judgment as the other side of the nearness of God. Each 
person will have to give an account of their life before the Son of Man. 
To be sure, in the proclamation of Jesus according to Mark and Luke, 
the motif of judgment recedes relatively in terms of its extent. Only with 
Matthew is it considerably increased, indeed multiplied, in accord with his 
theology, with him taking up again motifs from the preaching of the Bap- 
tist (see section 10.6 below). 


10.4 Jesus’ Activity as Itinerant Preacher and 
the Stabilitas Loci of John at the Jordan 


The form of their activity is fundamentally different. The Baptist was 
active in the wilderness-like Jordan Plain on the east side in Peraea,” prob- 
ably at a fixed place right by the river, for he required flowing water, and 
the popular movement that he called into life resulted in a larger number 
of people coming down to him at the Jordan from the whole of Jewish 


477 uke 3.8 = Matt 3.9; see section 9.3 with notes 11-12. 

48 Matt 3.10 in comparison with 7.19. 

° Mark 1.6 parr.; 2.18 parr.; Luke 7.33 par.; see the end of section 9.3. 

°° To this corresponds his imprisonment in Machaerus in south Peraea near the Naba- 
taean border according to Josephus, Ant. 18.119; see section 9.2. 
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Palestine over an extended period of time. Apart from the two specifica- 
tions of place in John,°' we hear nothing about peregrinations of the Bap- 
tist himself. After all, he was bound to a well-known place of baptism; the 
people had to know where he was to be found. Jesus’ sphere of activity 
was more limited. He too certainly had all Israel in view, but according to 
Mark, he restricted himself initially to Galilee. The northwestern corner of 
the Lake of Gennesaret with the main location of Capernaum served as his 
point of departure. He made journeys on the lake and moved from village 
to village in his home province. Later, he even crossed over its borders into 
pagan territory. At the end stands Jerusalem and the journey there. By con- 
trast, nothing is reported about peregrinations throughout Judaea, not even 
in John.” Jesus too certainly attracts many people, but initially scarcely to 
the extent that the Baptist did. 

One receives through this the impression that the radius of Jesus’ geo- 
graphical radiance was, despite the itinerant nature of his activity, more 
likely less than that of the Baptist with his stabilitas loci on the Jordan. 
After all, Josephus’ account of the Baptist also presupposes a lasting 
impact in the whole of Jewish Palestine. This suggests again that the time 
of the public activity of Jesus (despite the divergent presentation in John) 
was a shorter one than that of the Baptist. The Markan account makes it 
somewhat meteoric: a rapid burst of light and then the sudden end. In this 
regard Mark comes closest to the historical reality, even though we can- 
not regard him as a historical and geographical guide. The tradition of the 
sending out of the twelve, which has a distinctive rigorous and unrealis- 
tic character,’ especially in the sayings tradition common to Luke and 
Matthew, represents a continuation of this tendency, which seeks out the 


>! John 1.28; 3.23; cf. 10.40. 

The reports in John 3.22 and 4.3 are obscure; 10.40 and 11.54 are to be understood 
as flight from Jerusalem and has a certain parallel in the withdrawing of Jesus into the 
borderlands outside of Galilee in Mark. Mark reports only in 3.7 that Jesus also had people 
come to him from Judaea and in 10.1 (= Matt 19.1) that he went on the way to Jerusalem 
to Judaea. Luke has a much larger travel account, but with few concrete place-names: 
9.51-19.27. Only a Samaritan village at the beginning (9.52) and twice the city Jericho 
(18.35; 19.1) are mentioned. On the whole, see chapter 11. 

>3 Mark 3.7-8 portrays the activity of Jesus in an exaggerated way when he writes of 
a “large crowd from Galilee, Judaea, Jerusalem, Idumaea, from beyond the Jordan and the 
regions around Tyre and Sidon.” Here he may also have in view the successes of the post- 
Easter mission. Matthew increases this further when he includes all Syria in 4.24 (probably 
a pointer to the provenance of the evangelist) and in 4.25 the Gentile Decapolis. While 
Mark speaks only once of a crowd from Judaea, Luke repeates this information in 4.44; 
5.17; 6.17; 7.17. He already shifts the center of gravity of the activity of Jesus more toward 
Judaea, with John augmenting this tendency. Thus, there is an inclination to amplify the 
reach and “missionary” activity of Jesus. 

* Luke 10.3-12; cf. Matt 10.7-15. 
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hearers in their hometowns and does not, as was the case with the Baptist, 
have them come to himself at a specific location in order to perform there 
the “eschatological sacrament” of baptism in the Jordan. 


10.5 The Miracle Worker and the Question of the Baptist 


While John 10.41 explicitly states that “John did no sign,” and the Syn- 
optics and Josephus also do not portray him as a miracle worker, Jesus’ 
activity as healer and miracle worker, alongside his proclamation, is 
constitutive for the entire Jesus tradition. This must have been regarded 
as a characteristic feature of his activity, which continued in the primi- 
tive Christian miracle tradition. The woes against the Galilean places of 
his activity,°° which scarcely differ in their sharpness from the Baptist’s 
preaching of judgment, point to this. This is a feature which clearly dis- 
tinguishes him from the Baptist. By contrast, in Jesus’ activity in Galilee 
we no longer find any “sacramental” actions such as the baptism of John. 
His special authority shows itself in sensational healings of sick people 
and other “deeds of power.” For him they are signs of the present dawning 
of the kingdom of God, of the turning of God to the poorest of the poor 
as the eschatological fulfillment of prophetic promises,”’ the expression of 
victory over the powers of evil.°* While the Baptist promises the forgive- 
ness of sins only as a consequence of the baptism of repentance, Jesus 
can himself pronounce forgiveness to the lame man in a unique authority. 
He dared, in the words of Ernst Fuchs, “to act in the place of God,” a 
behavior that could appear as blasphemy to the onlookers. All this is an 
expression of the authority of Jesus that could only be understood as mes- 
sianic, with which he announced the coming of God, which was already 
effectual in the present. It corresponds to this that Jesus was maligned as 
a magician in the Talmudic witnesses and in Celsus.” According to Mark 
3.22,°' he is accused of driving out demons with the help of Beelzebul, 
the chief devil. In John 8.48 he is called a Samaritan who is possessed by 


>> At best such an activity could be inferred from Luke 1.17a: “And he will go before 
him in the spirit and power of Elijah.” In Mark 6.14 miracles are performed only by Jesus 
as John “raised from the dead.” 

%©T uke 10.13-14 = Matt 11.21-22. On this, see sections 11.1, 12.12 with note 66, and 
section 16.1. 

>” Cf, Isa 35.2-5; 58.6; 61.1; 4Q521 and the discussion below. 

8 Luke 11.20 = Matt 12.28; see section 13.6 with notes 136-38. 

°° Mark 2.9. Fuchs 1965, 156: Jesus’ “behavior, however, is neither that of a prophet 
nor of a wisdom teacher but rather the behavior of a person who dares to act in the place 
of God.” 

60 On the image of Jesus as a magician, see Smith 1978; on this, see Biihner 1983. 

6! Cf, Luke 11.15 = Matt 9.34 and 12.24. 
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a demon. The opponents of Jesus denounce his activity, which announces 
God’s coming to the outcasts, in polemical reversal as an epiphany of the 
devil. By contrast, no miracles are ascribed to John the Baptist, though 
his rigorous asceticism is interpreted as “possession.” According to our 
sources, the Elijah redivivus, who issues the call to repentance in the face 
of God’s impending judgment of wrath, is, in contrast to the prophet Eli- 
jah and his student Elisha, not a miracle worker. Josephus, too, portrays 
him only as an ethical preacher, whereas with Jesus he emphasizes his 
“wonderful works” (1a Gd0Ea Eoya).© This difference is also confirmed 
by the question of the Baptist. The imprisoned John is said to have sent 
disciples to Jesus with the question: “Are you the coming one or should we 
expect another?” The ‘coming one’ (€9yO"EvOG) refers to the announce- 
ment in the preaching of the Baptist: “there comes one who is stronger 
than I.” The answer of Jesus (Luke 11.18ff.; Matt 11.2ff.) reads: 


Go and announce to John what you have seen and heard: 

Blind see, lame walk, lepers become cleansed, 

deaf hear, dead persons rise, and fo the poor good news is preached. 
But blessed is the one who does not take offense at me. 


This entire scene, as well as the following speech of Jesus about the Bap- 
tist, prohibits the assumption that Jesus was a disciple of the Baptist for 
an extended period of time. It signals, despite his high esteem for John, a 
certain distance.® 

The answer of Jesus echoes a series of Isaianic texts.°” A much- 
discussed messianic text from Cave 4 of Qumran reads as follows:® 


© John 10.41; on the accusation against the Baptist, see Luke 7.33 = Matt 11.18: 
SALLOVLOV EXEL. 

eS Josephus, Ant. 18.63, 117-118; see section 9.1.1 and chapter 16. 

64 Luke 7.18ff. = Matt 11.2ff. 

® See section 9.1.2.1 with note 27 and the end of section 9.1.2.2 on Mark 1.8 = Luke 
3.16 = Matt 3.11; cf. also Mark 11.9 and Ps 118.25-26; Hab 2.3; on this, see Brunson 2003, 
112-13, 121-22. 

6 See section 9.1.2.1 and section 10.1. 

67 The most conspicuous are Isa 29.18-19; 35.5-6; 26.19 and especially 61.1-2; cf. also 
Luke 4.17-19 and Mark 7.37 = Matt 15.31. 

68 49521 frag. 2 II (trans. Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, II: 1045, our 
emphasis); on this, see Zimmermann 1998, 343-89. The exhortation to “heaven and earth,” 
i.e., the whole creation, introduces in Isa 1.2 the speech of God mediated through the 
prophet and in Deut 32.1 the “Song of Moses,” in which God himself, in closing, speaks 
through Moses to his people. 
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1 [For the heav]ens and the earth will listen to his anointed one,” 

2 [and all thJat is in them will not turn away from the precepts of the 
holy ones. 

3 Strengthen yourselves, you who are seeking the Lord, in his service! 
4 Will you not in this encounter the Lord, 

all those who hope in their heart? 

5 For the Lord will consider the pious, 

and call the righteous by name,” 

6 and his spirit will hover” over the poor, 

and he will renew the faithful with his strength. 

7 For he will honour the pious 

upon the throne of an eternal kingdom,” 

8 freeing prisoners, 

giving sight to the blind, 

straightening out the twis[ted.]”* 

9 And for[e]ver shall I cling [to those who h]ope, and in his mercy [.. . ] 
10 and the fru[it of . . .] . .. not be delayed. 

11 And the Lord will perform marvelous acts such as have not existed, 
just as he sa[id] 

12 [for] he will heal the badly wounded 

and will make the dead live, 

he will proclaim good news to the poor,” 

13 and[...]...[...] he will lead the [...]...% 

and enrich the hungry. 


The agreements between this text and Jesus’ answer to the Baptist are 
conspicuous. To some extent the same Old Testament texts stand behind 


° Ym Ww Imshw: it is very likely that the singular must be read here. Defective writ- 
ing in the case of the plural with suffix is very rare in the Qumran texts. The plural “his 
anointed ones” in the sense of “his prophets” would also not make good sense given the 
eschatological context. 

CE Isaa3.17 45.3. 

1! Trhp; cf. Gen 1.2 and Deut 32.11; Matt 5.3; Luke 6.20. 

? Mikwt d: cf. Luke 22.30; Matt 19.28, see note 120 in chapter 11. 

® Psalm 146.7-8; cf. Isa 61.1¢ and Matt 11.28; Luke 4.18. 

7 Tsaiah 61.1. 

™ Cf. Zimmermann 1998, 347 (our emphasis), who follows Puech’s supplementation: 
“13... (Elend)e wird er (satt machen), Vertriebene wird er fiihren—und Hunger(nde?) 
reich machen”; ET = “13 .. . (miserabl)e he will (make sated), (expelled he will lead—and 
hunger(ing ones?) he will make rich.” 
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them.” Beyond this, the motif of “freeing”” is related to Jesus’ healings 
of demons, the “hungry” to the feeding narratives and the messianic meal, 
and the exhortation to “hope” to the fulfillment of the promises and to the 
parousia parables.’* Moreover, the participation of the faithful in the eter- 
nal kingdom of God (line 7) is a central motif of the proclamation of Jesus. 
The fact that after the reference to the universal effect of the message of 
the anointed one, God himself appears as the actor from line 5 onward 
does not tell against the “messianic” character of this unique text, which, 
like no other text from Qumran, illuminates the eschatological activity 
of Jesus: God acts through his authorized representative for his people.” 
The relation to the Beatitudes and to Jesus’ inaugural sermon in Nazareth 
on Isa 61.1-2 according to Luke 4.17-21 is also conspicuous. By contrast, 
the text is separated by a ditch from the elements of the proclamation 
of the Baptist known to us.*° Therefore, illuminated by 4Q521, probably 
the most important contemporary parallel to it, Jesus’ answer to the ques- 
tion of the Baptist can be understood only as a “messianic text.” It contains 
not only an implicit Christology but rather a Christology that is already 
explicit to some extent. 


10.6 The Love of God for the Sinner 


The climax of this listing “to the poor good news is preached’’*' points at 
the same time to the decisive difference between the proclamation of Jesus 
and of the Baptist. The Baptist announces the impending judgment and 
calls for repentance and its fruits. For Jesus threat and warning are not in 
the first instance typical—although with him, too, these are certainly not 
absent.** What is typical, however, is the proclamation of the nearness, 
indeed the presence of salvation, the promise of the merciful love of God 
for the poor and lost. In a striking way he addresses the “lost sheep of the 


16 Tsaiah 26.19: resurrection of the dead; 35.5: healing of the blind; 61.1: proclamation 
of salvation in relation to the poor. 

™ Cf. Isa 61.1. On the influence of this text, see also 11QMelch II 18ff. and Luke 
4.17-21. 

78 Cf. Luke 12.45; Matt 24.48; 25.5; cf. also Hab 2.3: lo y* aher. 

™ Tn Isa 61.1-2 the Spirit-anointed of the Lord acts, while in lines 5 and 12 of 4Q521 
God himself appears to be the proclaimer of the good news vis-a-vis the poor. 

8° Luke 6.20ff. and Matt 5.3-11. 

8! Luke 7.22 (cf. 4.18) = Matt 11.5: atwyot evayyediCovtat, Isa 61.1 and 4Q521 
frag. II 2, line 12. This is a strong Semitism. The Aramaic passive of besar has the meaning 
“to receive the good news.” See Levy 1867, 103. 

8? See section 10.3. 
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house of Israel,’** which means marginalized people, “tax collectors and 
sinners,”** as in the first beatitude according to Luke 6.20: “Blessed are 
the poor, to you belongs the kingdom of God.”*° This is said in the present 
tense. The future appears only in the two following macarisms of those 
who hunger and who mourn. The mtwyoi* are the socially poor, the sick, 
people who are despised and excluded because of their sin, and yet also 
the hated tax collectors, i.e., the “marginalized groups” of the Galilean 
population. To them he proclaims salvation, without tying it, as the Baptist 
did, to conditions that are first to be fulfilled. He does not say: “Blessed are 
you poor if you repent.” Rather, he knows that this promise of salvation 
can transform human beings. The indicative, the effective presence of the 
dawning kingdom of God that is already active in Jesus’ person, grounds 
the imperative and not vice versa. 

Good examples can be found especially in the Lukan special mate- 
rial, for example in the story about the chief tax collector Zacchaeus in 
Jericho®’ or about the woman who is a great sinner.** For this reason, he 
is—in a completely different way from the Baptist, who is criticized for 
his radical asceticism—defamed by the pious because of his friendship 
with sinners.*’ The behavior of the father in the parable of the lost son is 
foundational. He hurries to meet the son, whom he sees coming from afar, 
and embraces and kisses him before the son can say even a word! The 
shepherd seeks out the lost sheep until he finds it, and the woman the lost 
denarius. This means the Father, in Jesus, seeks out the sinner and not vice 
versa. The sinner can repent only through the fact that he experiences that 
the Father loves him. And there is joy in heaven over such finding of the 
lost.?° The return of the lost son is celebrated as a feast of joy.”! 


83 Matthew 10.6; 15.24. With this phrasing, which is only used by him, the evangelist 
interprets in a fitting way the entire activity of Jesus; cf. also Mark 6.34 = Matt 9.36 and 
Luke 15.4. 

8 Mark 2.15-16 = Luke 5.30 = Matt 9.10-11; Luke 7.34 = Matt 11.19. 

8 Maxdotor oi ntmyxot, Ott Vuetéoa gotiv } Paotdeia to Oeob. Cf. also Matt 5.3. 

8° Here we could call to mind the fact that the “poor” ( ebionim and ‘andwim) is also 
used as a self-designation by the Qumran Essenes. The primitive community in Jerusalem 
and later the Jewish Christians adopted this designation. On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 
2019. 

87 Luke 19.1-10. 

88 Luke 7.36-50; cf. also the secondarily inserted pericope of the woman taken in 
adultery in John 8.1-11. 

®° Cf. Matt 11.18-19 = Luke 7.33-34. See section 10.7. 

*°T uke 15.7, 10. 

7! Luke 15.22-25. 
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The path from Jesus to Paul passes especially through the Lukan 
Jesus tradition, which is historically reliable.” It is only with Matthew, 
by contrast, that the message of Jesus is brought closer again to that of 
the Baptist, namely through his emphasis on judgment and condemnation, 
which multiplies sixfold the singular threat of judgment of the sayings 
tradition “there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth there.’ The long- 
dominant portrayal of Jesus according to the picture that Matthew gave to 
him had to lead to a one-sided understanding of his message, which was 
related to the preaching of the Baptist. 


10.7 The Disciples and the Call to Freedom and Joy” 


A difference also emerges from the calling of the disciples to follow 
Jesus. Like the rabbis, the Baptist received disciples who came to him in 
order to learn from him and probably also to imitate his ascetic way of 
life. As a sign of their attitude of repentance they fasted as did the Phari- 
sees.”° By contrast, with Jesus—as with the callings of the Old Testament 
prophets—the initiative proceeded not from the disciples but from Jesus 
himself. The calling also means election. He calls individuals from their 
occupations and families to follow him. In a similar way ever since Elisha 
and Amos, God called the prophets of the old covenant out of their daily 
life. The follower had to share with Jesus the freedom from family and the 
lack of possessions.”° Those who were called were to announce the dawn- 
ing reign of God—like Jesus—in word and deed.” 

Regarding the Baptist we do not hear that he sent out his disciples as 
messengers. This would contradict his practice of baptism. Although he is 
a priest, he also does not travel, like Jesus, up to the great festivals, but the 
crowds come down from all parts of Jewish Palestine to him at the Jordan. 

With this we come to another difference from the Baptist. While the 
Baptist and his disciples lived as rigorous ascetics, with Jesus we do not 
find any special emphasis on ascetic characteristics. The freedom from 


*? Luke was the travel companion of Paul; see the discussions in chapters 1 and 2 and 
section 6.4.3. 

°3 Luke 13.28 = Matt 8.12; 13.42, 50; 22.13; 24.51; 25.30. See the end of section 10.3 
and section 14.4. 

4 Hengel 1981b (GV = Hengel 1968b). 

°° See notes 25 and 125 in chapter 9. 

°© The special emphasis on cross-discipleship in Mark could be connected to the fact 
that in Rome, where the Gospel arose, Nero had numerous Christians crucified a few years 
earlier (64 CE). Tacitus, Ann. 15.44.4: aut crucibus adfixi atque flammati. 

°7 Mark 1.17 = Matt 4.19; cf. Luke 5.10; on this, see Hengel 1981b, 76-78 (GV = 
1968b, 85-86; 2007b, 122-33). See also section 11.5. 
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familial bonds, which he placed on himself and required also from his 
followers, is not an end in itself and is not grounded, as in Qumran, by the 
demand for continuous ritual purity but rather is motivated by the free- 
dom for the service of the announcement of the kingdom of God. While 
he, like the Baptist and Paul later, started no family, marriage is neither 
depreciated nor prohibited, as it was later among the radical encratic and 
gnostic ascetics in the second century CE.” For this reason he knows no 
dietary asceticism. He lets himself be invited to peasant weddings, where 
celebrations lasted for days, until the wine ran short.” Likewise, he goes 
to banquets of the hated tax collectors and is promptly reviled by his oppo- 
nents as a “glutton and winebibber,” as “a friend of tax collectors and 
sinners,” whereas the Baptist is defamed as “a man possessed” because of 
his radical food asceticism.'®° At the same time, however, he also accepts 
invitations from Pharisees.'°! 

He also shows the same freedom toward traditional prejudices in 
his relation to women. It is not only male disciples but also individual 
women who are in his following. Galilean women, to some extent from 
his relatives, also accompany him in the last journey to Jerusalem and 
become eyewitnesses of the crucifixion and of the empty tomb.'” In the 
tradition about the Baptist they appear only at the margins, for example 
in Matt 21.31 (ai m6Qvau). That they, too, were baptized can be inferred 
only from plerophoric specifications such as Mark 1.5 or Luke 3.7. The 
Baptist and his disciples had the starkly ascetic way of life in common 
with the Essenes and in a attenuated way with the Pharisees. It distin- 
guished them, however, from Jesus and his followers. Jesus’ answer to the 
question about fasting in Mark 2.18-19 points to the radically new, which 
separates the time of the Baptist from the time of Jesus. It is the difference 
between the announcement of the coming, purely future salvation and the 


°8 On the marriage of Peter, cf. Mark 1.29-31 = Luke 4.38-39 = Matt 8.14-15; 1 Cor 
9.5. On this, see Hengel 2010a, 103-34 (GV = 2006b, 167-220). On the radical require- 
ment of celibacy in the second century CE and a corresponding interpretation of the Gospel 
texts, see Bauer 1967b, 323-28. For example, sy* and Ephraim, in dependence on Tatian, 
turn the seven-year marriage of Anna in Luke 2.36 into seven days; see NA”’, ad loc. 

°° Cf. John 2.1-10; on this, see Bauer 1967b, 316-22; in Bill. I: 505ff. we can read 
about the high-spirited character of such weddings: the celebration lasted for seven days, 
the wine flowed in streams. It is telling that such a miracle was ascribed to Jesus; on this, 
see Hengel 2007b, 568-600 (ET = 1995, 293-331). 

1007 uke 7.33-34 = Matt 11.18-19. All these texts later presented difficulties for inter- 
preters who were inclined toward a stricter asceticism. 

1017 uke 7.36ff.; 11.37ff.; 14.1ff. Matthew suppresses this motif. 

'©? Mark 15.40-41 = Matt 27.55-56; cf. Luke 23.49, 55-56; 24.1-11, 22. In Luke the 
circle of women appears to be larger than in Mark. They also are to have known about his 
passion predictions; cf. Luke 24.6-8. On the relatives of Jesus, see John 19.25. 
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proclamation of the now dawning salvation: “How can the wedding guests 
fast as long as the groom is among them?” In the parables the metaphor of 
the wedding is Jesus’ expression for the kingdom of God itself. The groom 
is the one who brings it. The answer of Jesus thus points to the externally 
hidden claim of the kingdom of God in his activity. There is no longer 
room here for ascetic practices of repentance. 


10.8 The Baptist as the Last Prophet and 
the Messianic Authority of Jesus 


It is peculiar that despite this distinction between the activity of the Baptist 
and of Jesus, which is to some extent fundamental, Jesus himself and the 
primitive community later could sketch such a positive picture of the Bap- 
tist. At least in individual points the difference between Jesus and the Baptist 
appears to be hardly any less sharp than the difference between Jesus and 
the Pharisees.'** One thing has also become clear: The popular summary 
of Jesus and the Baptist under the umbrella term of the (eschatological) 
prophet,'™ with the Baptist appearing more as a prophet of judgment and 
Jesus as a prophet of salvation, overlooks the fundamental qualitative dis- 
tinction that separates the two. The key to the appropriate distinction is to 
be sought in Jesus’ proclamation itself, for example in Luke 16.16: “The 
law and the prophets go until John, from then on the kingdom of God is 
proclaimed and everyone presses with violence into it (xal mic gig AUTIV 
BuaCcetat).” With the second part of the sentence Luke has presumably 
interpreted a text that is difficult to interpret from the sayings tradition, 
which Matthew may preserve in its original form: “from the days of John 
the Baptist until now the kingdom of God suffers violence, and violent men 
seize it to themselves.”!® This debated verse is to be interpreted not nega- 
tively with reference to the Zealots or other opponents of Jesus but rather 
in a positive way. The “violent ones” (Buaotat) are those who behave like 
the one who finds the treasure in the field or like the merchant with the 
pearl in the parable.'°° They are those who put everything on the line for 
the sake of the kingdom of God and in the discipleship of Jesus, who risk 
everything in order to win the one thing. What is decisive, however, is the 
first part of the Lukan sentence: The time of “law and prophets” reaches 


103 Cf. Mark 2.18 parr.; in Luke 5.33 the disciples of the Baptist, like the students of 
the Pharisees, connect fasting with prayer. According to Luke 11.1, the Baptist teaches his 
disciples to pray. 

1 Cf, for example, J. Becker 1972. 

105 Matthew 11.12: Ano 58 tv Hucod@v Imdvvov tod Bamtiotov ~ws Gott } 
Baotieia TOV OVEAVOV BiaCEetat xal Biaotal GemaTOVOL AUTH. 

106 Matthew 13.44ff. See section 13.2 with note 52. 
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only until John. Then the radically new begins, 1.e., the time of the king- 
dom of God that commences with Jesus’ activity. The Matthean parallel in 
11.13—“‘all the prophets and the law have prophesied until John” —also 
shows that here Jesus assigns the Baptist still to the law and the prophets. 
When Jesus, in his speech about the Baptist, characterizes him at the same 
time as “more than a prophet’’’”’ and stresses that none of those born from 
women is greater than he, then he regards him as an eschatological figure, 
who surpasses all earlier prophets. The second part of the sentence in Luke 
7.28 = Matt 11.11b shows the difference: “but the ‘smaller one’ in the king- 
dom of God is greater than he.” With this Jesus presumably means himself 
as the younger one, who comes after John and was baptized by him. Look- 
ing back on the prophetic era, the Baptist is the last and the greatest, but 
now, with the dawning kingdom of God, new, entirely different standards 
apply. The parallel to Jesus’ answer to the question of the Baptist—‘‘Are 
you the one who is to come . . . ?”—as well as the question from the Bap- 
tist’s disciples about fasting is obvious.’ If the Baptist as Elijah redivivus 
is greater than all earlier prophets, the series of which he concludes, then 
Jesus himself is—this conclusion appears unavoidable to us—the messi- 
anic consummator.'” Only in his messianic claim, which transcends all 
prophetic models, does Jesus’ proclamation—precisely in comparison with 
the Baptist—gain its meaningful unity. With this we come to the actual key 
to the activity of Jesus, which German exegesis since William Wrede has 
admittedly all too often lost—it must be said, carelessly.''® 

After the appearance of the Baptist, there was basically no more room 
for another eschatological prophet. If Jesus likewise appeared as such a 
prophet, he would actually have had to reject the Baptist as a proclaimer of 
half-truths or of falsehood. He does not, however, do this but rather praises 
him, defends him and his baptism, and places him—in full consciousness 
of the difference—at his side. Indeed, he turns the defamatory judgment 
that the opponents make about the Baptist and him into a paradigm of their 
childish foolishness and understands himself with the Baptist as represen- 
tatives of divine Wisdom.!!' This close, indeed unique connection of the 
Baptist with Jesus, despite all differences, is best explained by two factors: 


1077 uke 7.26 = Matt 11.9: meQioodtEQOV MEOHHTOV. 

108 See section 5.1. 

109 On this, see Neugebauer 1986, 1: “If it were possible to formalize Messiahhood in 
the extreme, one would have to say: Messiah is the one after whom another is no longer 
expected. This would correspond to the question, which later comes to Jesus from the Bap- 
tist: Are you the coming one or should we expect another (Matt 11.3 par.)?” 

10 On this, see the beginning of section 17.1 and sections 17.3.1 and 17.3.2. 

"IT uke 7.31-35; cf. Matt 11.16-19; on this, see Hengel 2001c, 88-91 (ET = 1995, 
80-83). 
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first, that Jesus already regarded the Baptist as the last prophet in Israel 
before the dawning of the time of salvation, that is, as his forerunner and as 
Elijah redivivus,''? and secondly, that he understood himself to be the one 
in whom the promises of the prophets were fulfilled. Hence also the oppo- 
sition between the kingdom of God and the Baptist. Hence his answer 
to the question of the Baptist in which he points to the fulfillment of the 
promises of Isaiah in his healing miracles and which culminates in the 
quotation from Isa 61.1: “and to the poor the good news is proclaimed.”''? 
Here in his good news, which brings “liberation” to the poor, lies the deci- 
sive difference from the Baptist, who with a call to repentance and bap- 
tism in the Jordan prepared for the coming of the “stronger one.” They 
are connected by the fact that their message makes a final eschatological 
claim, whereas the content of this message and their behavior distinguish 
them. At the same time, it is clear that we cannot today go back to a time 
before Johannes Weiss and Albert Schweitzer and thereby reshape Jesus 
into a noneschatological wisdom teacher, let alone a “Jewish Socrates” 
or “Galilean Cynic.” The question, of course, is how and why he pro- 
claimed the coming of the kingdom of God as the center of his message. 
When Conzelmann, in his article “Jesus Christ” in the third edition of Reli- 
gion in Geschichte und Gegenwart (RGG), writes that “the concepts of 
prophet and rabbi designate only partial aspects and precisely not the core 
of the matter,”!'* we will gladly agree with him. However, when he con- 
tinues: “Jesus understands himself as the final herald. His place is unique 
since after him nothing more ‘comes’ except God himself,’ then we must 
object: Did not the Baptist already understand himself in this way, and 
did not Jesus himself, according to Mark and the sayings tradition, also 
interpret the Baptist in this way?'!? What constitutes, then, the—certainly 
fundamental—difference from the Baptist? After all, there can hardly be 
two “unique” final heralds alongside each other or in succession, who are, 
in the view of Jesus and the primitive community, closely related to each 
other. Our attempt to approach Jesus historically is focused here on the 
relationship of the Galilean itinerant preacher to John the Baptist. Here, 
three thematic circles are significant: the proclamation of the kingdom of 
God with its ethical content, his activity as miracle worker, and the special 
messianic character of his message." 


'? Mark 9.13 = Matt 17.12; 11.14; cf. Luke 1.17; see note 33 in chapter 9. 

"13 See note 81 in section 10.6 above. See also section 13.2 and elsewhere. 

"4 Conzelmann 1959, 633 (Conzelmann’s emphasis; ET = 1973a, 50). On this, see 
Hengel 2001d, 31ff. (ET = 1995, 29ff.). 

5 When John 1.6-8, 15, 19, 32; 3.23-36 (cf. 5.33ff.) makes the Baptist the first wit- 
ness to Jesus, he only leads the Synoptic tradition to its ultimate conclusion. 

'16 On this, see chapters 13-17. 


PART IV 
Jesus’ Activity and Proclamation 


1] 


On the Geographical-Historical 
Framework of the Activity of Jesus 


11.1 Galilee as the Starting Point of the Activity of Jesus 
and the Question of the Chronology of Jesus! 


Since J. Wellhausen, W. Wrede, and then especially K. L. Schmidt shat- 
tered the long-recognized, seemingly historically valid “biographical 
framework” of the Gospel of Mark, it has been taken for granted that we 
can no longer write a biography of Jesus. This is certainly to be affirmed 
if by biography we understand a chronologically sequential presentation 
of a human life or of a decisive phase of life through which the inner and 
outer development of the hero, the consequences of his deeds and thus also 
his fate, are explained.’ 

The narrative of Mark—upon which Luke and Matthew build—with 
its visit to Jerusalem for the Passover of his death and an activity of 
Jesus that lasted about one year, rests in this unilinear form on a construc- 
tion that simplifies the historical reality. This was already recognized in 
the early church. With reference to a tradition of the “Presbyter” John, 
Papias therefore writes that Mark reported the deeds and words of Jesus 
ov Wev THEEL, not in the right (temporal) order. The structure of the Fourth 
Gospel, which knew the Gospel of Mark, contradicts this not only in its 
Christology and presentation of the proclamation of Jesus, but also in 
its chronology. We have already pointed out multiple times that accord- 
ing to the Gospel of John, Jesus’ activity extended over three Passover 
festivals,* i.e., over more than two years. According to Eusebius and the 


' Conzelmann 1973a (GV = 1959); Freyne 1988; 2000. 

* On this, see section 7.1 with note 22. 

(1) John 2.13, 23; (2) 6.4; (3) 11.55; 12.1; 13.1 and elsewhere. On the difficult prob- 
lem of the Passover festival in John, see Bauer 1967b, 279ff. John 5.1 was controversial, 
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later fathers, it lasted almost four years. John is said to have “delivered 
afterward” the report of the earlier years before the arrest of the Baptist, 
which was passed over by the Synoptics. According to John, Jesus travels 
also at least three times from Galilee to Jerusalem, and his last stay in Jeru- 
salem basically lasts from the festival of booths in October via the festival 
of Hanukkah in December with two interruptions forced by threats to his 
person‘ to the Passover of his death.” However, in our view, it is doubtful 
whether this radical correction of the Synoptic chronology is more accu- 
rate historically. 

We can no longer specify with exactness the time of the public activ- 
ity of Jesus. The period of about one year in Mark® is probably some- 
what too short. For example, we can probably presuppose several trips 
to Jerusalem since he was—also according to Mark—known there. John 


where Irenaeus, Haer. 2.22.3, interpreted €0QTH as Passover, whereas Origen rejected this 
identification. The Roman Presbyter Gaius considered the chronological disagreement 
between John and the Synoptics to be so weighty that he, toward the end of the second 
century, regarded the Fourth Gospel as a forgery of the arch-heretic Cerinthus; see Hengel 
1993a, 26-27 (ET = 1989a, 5-6). On Papias, see Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15. See also 
section 6.5. 

4 John 10.39-11.16 and 11.53-57. On the early church, see Schmidt 1919, 1ff.; Merkel 
1971, 147ff.; Merkel 1978, 19ff.; Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.24.8-13: John is said to contain 
TO ATHTA TOV TOV XELrotov MOdEEwv (3.24.13). 

> John 7.2—11.55; on the two interruptions, see 10.40-41: Jesus withdraws to Peraea, 
where John baptized, and 11.54: according to Ephraim near the wilderness; on this, see 
Soggin 1972, 420-21 nr. 2. 

© This can also be inferred only indirectly, for example through the reference to the 
ripe grainfields in Mark 2.23 parr. The time of the grain harvest fell in the time between 
the Passover festival and the festival of weeks. The duration of the activity of Jesus caused 
some confusion already in the early church from the beginning onward; see Bauer 1967b, 
279-310. At that time advocates of a one-year activity and advocates of a duration that 
lasted more than a year were already juxtaposed. According to Clement of Alexandria 
(Strom. 1.146) the followers of Basilides, and according to Irenaeus (Haer. 1.3.3; 1.20.1; 
1.22.1, 3, 5) the Valentinians, advocated a period of about one year, with the latter appeal- 
ing to “the favorable year of the Lord” mentioned in Luke 4.19 (Bauer 1967b, 381-82). 
Due to the significance of the number twelve, they placed value on the twelve-month 
preaching of Jesus. Other advocates of a one-year period were the docetists in Hippoly- 
tus, the Allogoi of Epiphanius, who rejected John and therefore knew only one Passover, 
as well as the Pseudo-Clementines, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Julius Africanus, 
Lactantius, and others. Even the view of Origen appears not to have been uniform here. 
The Johannine interpretation of at least two or three to four years is followed by authors 
influenced by John, such as Tatian in his Diatessaron and Melito, frag. VI (Perler 1966, 
266: év TH ToLeTiG WETA TO PAmtLOWGL). By contrast, on the basis of John 8.57 (see note 
10 below), Irenaeus assumes a much longer lifetime of Jesus of forty—fifty years (Haer. 
2.22.6), although Jesus, according to Luke 3.23, was said to have been thirty years old at 
his baptism. According to Epid. 74 he was condemned to death jointly by Herod, the king 
of the Jews, and Pilate, the procurator of Emperor Claudius (!). 
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may have possessed more extensive traditions here, but they have been 
so transformed through his christological narrative interest that we can 
no longer get behind them. He sought to present with all due sharpness 
the controversy of Jesus with his Jewish opponents in Jerusalem, which 
concerned the truth of his divine claim and his oneness with the Father. He 
was less interested in Galilee and the Galileans. Luke occupies something 
of an intermediate position with his unusually long travel narrative, which 
he has begin with the rejection in a Samaritan village.’ Already early on in 
his report of Jesus’ activity he recounts that Jesus preached “‘in the syna- 
gogues of Judaea,” although he has him appear on the Lake of Gennesaret 
right after this, where he calls Peter.’ Luke 5.17 and 6.17 emphasize that 
the crowd streamed to him from all over Judaea and that the news of his 
miraculous activity circulated “in all Judaea and the surrounding (..e., 
predominantly Gentile) area” (Luke 7.17). This means that Luke expands 
the Galilean activity in the south, while leaving the reader in the dark 
about the concrete geography. On the other hand, on multiple occasions 
he explicitly stresses, even beyond Mark and Matthew, the Galilean ori- 
gin of Jesus and his disciples.’ Apparently, he is concerned to uphold the 
Galilean origin of Jesus and his movement as well as his activity within all 
Judaea. In substance he is not entirely wrong, for after Easter Galilee plays 
no role in the early Christian texts outside of the Gospels. The historian 
Luke is also the only one who refers to the age of Jesus at the beginning 
of his activity. At that time he is said to have been “about thirty years old.” 
This specification has Old Testament models in Josephus and David and 
must not be misunderstood as an exact specification of age."° 
On the whole we wish, amidst all caution, to emphasize three points: 


7Luke 9.51-19.27. On the Samaritan village, see 9.52-56 and section 11.3 with note 67. 

8 Luke 4.44: cf., however, 4.14, 31: Galilee. See also note 53 in chapter 10. Here 
Luke may mean the expanded “Judaea,” which includes Galilee. On the calling of Peter, 
see 5.1-11. 

° Luke 1.26; 2.4, 39; 4.14; 22.59; 23.49, 55; 24.6; Acts 1.11; 2.7 and the formulaic 
HoEdpEVOS G0 TS TadtAvatac in Luke 23.5 and Acts 10.37. In general Luke was some- 
what familiar with the geography of Judaea, above all of the coastal region. By contrast, 
he does not know Galilee. See Hengel 1983a (ET = 1983c, 87-132, 190-210) and B6hm 
1999. In Mark 14.70 = Matt 26.69 Peter is designated as a Galilean in the high priestly 
palace before the denial. 

'0 Luke 3.23: nai abtoc Hv Inoots coyopevoc Moel ETOV TOLXOVTA; cf. Gen 
41.46: Joseph before Pharaoh; 2 Sam 5.4: “David was thirty years old when he became 
king.” If Jesus was born a few years before the death of King Herod, who died in 4 BCE, 
he had already passed the age of thirty: see Matt 2.3, 7, 16, 19; Luke 1.5. However, such 
specifications of time and age consistently have relatively small value. In John 8.57 “the 
Jews” charge Jesus that he “‘is not yet fifty years old” but claims to have seen Abraham. On 
the importance of this text for Irenaeus, see note 6 above. 
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1. With Mark and against John, the greater portion of Jesus’ activ- 
ity, in terms of time, took place in Galilee and in the directly adjacent 
regions and not in Judaea or Jerusalem. In any case, Galilee is the starting 
point and center of gravity of his activity. In Acts, in Epictetus, and espe- 
cially in Julian the Apostate the Christians are called TaAtiaiou; Jesus 
himself is “the Galilean." 

2. With John against Mark, Jesus, like every pious Palestinian Jew, 
traveled to Jerusalem several times a year to festivals. This is shown by 
the Bethany tradition’ and by the Samaritan traditions in Luke and John," 
which also point to a journey of Jesus through Samaria. Thus, Jesus could 
have visited Jerusalem with his disciples already a year before the Pass- 
over of his death for the Passover festival and then later for the festival of 
booths. 

3. The time of Jesus’ activity was relatively short—at least one year, 
perhaps a year and a half, but probably not two full years. The date of his 
death was presumably Nisan 15, i.e., the first day of the Passover festi- 
val in 30 CE. If, in accordance with Luke 3.1-2, the Baptist appeared in 
the fifteenth year of the emperor Tiberius, toward the end of 27 CE or the 
beginning of 28 CE, and was killed after being imprisoned for some time 
in the first half of 29 CE,'* then Jesus’ public activity could have begun 
toward the end of 28 CE. In the case of these hypothetical specifications 
of time, we assume that both the Baptist and Jesus after him made such 
a provocative impression on the political and religious rulers that neither 
was granted all that much time. At least after the execution of the Baptist, 
Jesus must also have reckoned with the sacrifice of his own life. This alone 
already makes it unlikely that his public activity lasted for more than two 
or up to three years, as could be inferred from John. The extent to which 
there were times of preparation and transition remains unclear. 

This time of one year or one and a half years of Jesus’ public activ- 
ity is basically the most fulfilled time in all of world history. No compa- 
rably short span of time from the life of a person has given rise to such 
effects that span centuries and continents, although this did not take place 
in one of the world centers of that time or even in the circles of the leading 


'l Acts 1.11; 2.7; cf. Matt 26.69. On this, see Hengel 2004c, 106ff. See also note 62 
in chapter 4. 

'2 Mark 11.11; 14.3 (it is presupposed that Jesus is already well-known there); cf. 
14.12-15, 32; John 11.1ff. 

'S Luke 9.52; 17.16; John 4.4ff. 

'4 Tn Jesus’ question about the origin of the baptism of John in Mark 11.30ff. the death 
of the Baptist does not appear to be already years in the past. On the chronology of Jesus, 
see Riesner 1994, 31-52, though he argues with John for 14 Nisan in 30 CE as the date of 
Jesus’ death. See also note 231 in chapter 3. 
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stratum of the Roman empire but rather among the Jewish people, which 
was so despised by the Greco-Roman upper stratum. 


11.2 Places and Ways of Jesus in Galilee 


The question is whether we can, beyond these few specifications about the 
framework of the history of Jesus, identify individual fixed points. This 
is possible only here and there. We have already pointed this out in con- 
nection with Galilee.'> Such a geographic point is the activity of Jesus 
on the northwestern corner of the Lake of Gennesaret, which is bordered 
by the three places of Capernaum, Chorazin, and Bethsaida in a triangle 
whose sides are five to six kilometers long: Capernaum on the shore of 
the lake, Chorazin to the north of it in the mountains, and Bethsaida to the 
east at the mouth of the Jordan, which belonged already to Philip’s terri- 
tory. There at Bethsaida he had founded—probably around 30 CE—the 
polis of Julia, which was named after (Livia) Julia Augusta, the wife of 
Augustus and mother of Tiberius, but which did not obtain greater signifi- 
cance. Jesus’ sharp woe sayings against these three places, where so many 
“demonstrations of divine powers” (O6uvépetc) took place,'® suggest that 
they constituted the starting point of his activity. They no longer played 
any role for the later community, and their mention in the sayings tradition 
is not sufficient to designate “Q” as a source of the Galilean Jesus com- 
munities.'’ Jesus’ first disciples also came from this region. According to 
John 1.44, Philip and the pair of brothers Simon Peter and Andrew come 
from Bethsaida. Andrew and Philip stand out here because of their Greek 
names.'* According to John 12.20-21, it is precisely the two of them who 
are addressed by the Greeks who want to see Jesus. John presupposes as 
a given that they speak Greek. We find other references in Mark 8.22ff., 
the narrative about the blind man from Bethsaida, and between the narra- 
tive of the feeding and walking on water in Mark 6.45. It is the only place 
beyond the border of Galilee that—in addition to the Galilean Capernaum 


'S See sections 8.1 and 8.2. 

'©T uke 10.13ff. = Matt 11.21ff. On the place, see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 171-72, and 
the report of Arav 1999, 79-80, 85-86. The inhabitants’ way of life was simple. There is 
little sign of “Hellenistic civilization.” See also Hengel 2010a, 12-23, 40-41 (GV = 2006b, 
19-20, 65-66). 

'7 Except for Chorazin the two other places of Capernaum and Bethsaida are men- 
tioned more frequently in Mark. The sayings tradition, just like Mark, points back to the 
Galilean activity of Jesus and not to the post-Easter Galilean communities. See also the end 
of section 8.1. 

'8 Philip could have been named after his territorial sovereign, the tetrarch Philip. On 
this, cf. note 184 in chapter 3. 
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and Nazareth—appears in all four Gospels. It is possible that Simon Peter 
moved to Capernaum after his marriage. In Mark 1.21, 29-30 Jesus heals 
Simon Peter’s mother-in-law of a fever there, and his house also appears to 
have been available to Jesus as a base. After his move to Capernaum (Matt 
4.13; John 2.12), Matt 9.1 calls it his “own city” (tv idiav moAtv). At 
the beginning of the second century CE, a rabbinic report"’ still designates 
Capernaum as a disreputable place of residence of Jewish Christians, in 
Hebrew minim, sectarians, who bewitched a student of a scholar so that he 
rode a donkey on the Sabbath and had to be sent away to Babylon by his 
uncle because of this scandal. The excavations under a Byzantine octago- 
nal church have brought to light a pre-Constantinian house church, which 
is said to reach back into the second century CE. Whether this 1s the house 
of Peter admittedly remains even more uncertain than the question of the 
tomb of Peter under Saint Peter’s Basilica in Rome.” 

In addition to the aforementioned three places, from Galilee there is 
mention of the villages Nain (n@’im = lovely), Luke 7.11ff.; Cana, John 
2.1ff.,2' Genesareth, Mark 6.53, and perhaps Magdala,”” Mark 8.10, ca. five 
kilometers southwest of Capernaum. The newly founded polis of Tiberias 
appears only in John 6.1, 23 and 21.1 in connection with the lake and the 
boat miracle. 

The narrative of the exorcism in an urban region inhabited by non- 
Jews on the eastern shore of the Lake of Gennesaret constitutes a diffi- 
cult problem. According to the best textual witnesses, Mark 5.1 and Luke 
8.26 write about “the territory of the Gerasenes,” which is geographically 
impossible, since Gerasa, which belongs to the Decapolis, lies ca. fifty 
kilometers to the southeast of the lake in East Jordan. Matt 8.28 therefore 
speaks of the “territory of the Gadarenes.’” This also cannot be accu- 
rate, since Gadara, which is likewise a well-known city of the Decapolis, 
though it is only ca. ten kilometers away from the southern end of the 
lake, does not border the lake with its city area. The only Gentile polis on 
the southern shore of the lake was Hippos Susitha.”* Thus, as a correction, 


'? Midrash Qohelet Rabbah 1.8; Bill. I: 159. 

°° Reed 2000, 142-43, 158; Claussen 2002, 181; Hengel 2010a, 106-7 (GV = 2006b, 
172-73). 

1 Cf, John 4.46; according to 21.2 it was the hometown of Nathanael. On the Galilean 
places, see the end of section 8.2. 

?? See note 76 in chapter 7. Mark has the mysterious designation Dalmanutha. Mat- 
thew has Magadan. Seybold 2000 suspects the salmon estuary two kilometers north of 
Magdala. 

3 Mark 5.1 = Luke 8.26: eic tiv yooav tov TeQgaonvav (Matt 8.28: tov 
Tadaenvav), Mark: &* B D latt sa; Luke: P® B D latt sy!™:; Matthew: B C © al sys”. 

*4 On Gerasa, Gadara, and Hippos, see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 130-36, 149-55. 
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Origen advocated the reading “Gergesenes” (eQyeonvav) and spoke of 
an “old city” with a rocky cliff on the lake, while Eusebius calls Gergasa a 
“village on a mountain on the Lake of Tiberias.”*° 

Apart from the starting point Capernaum, the majority of these speci- 
fications of place have been preserved by chance. Outside of the mother- 
land, geographical details from Galilee were no longer important. This is 
why one also did not novelistically invent additional place-names, even in 
the “apocryphal” Gospels of the second century. The Gospels are equally 
reserved here and therefore reliable as is the case with personal names. 

A conspicuous role for the Galilean activity of Jesus is played by the 
Lake of Gennesaret in all the Gospels but most strongly in Mark, who 
mentions it between 1.16 and 7.31 a total of seventeen times as “Sea of 
Galilea.”*° This un-Greek designation of an inland lake as a sea is bib- 
lical linguistic usage.”’ Here Matthew follows completely the Markan 
specification, while John calls the lake “Sea of Tiberias” after the new 
capital, which only he mentions.” By contrast, like Josephus, the Greek 
Luke uses only Aiuvyn, inland lake, once with the more specific charac- 
terization [evvnoaegét, but much more rarely than Mark and Matthew.” 
This conspicuous emphasis on the “Galilean Sea” in Mark and Matthew 
in the presentation of the activity of Jesus in his home province may be 
connected with the fact that the former fisherman Peter stands behind the 
second Gospel as guarantor, who is also a fundamental authority for Mat- 
thew. The first scene after the “prologue,” Mark 1.14-15, begins by having 


°° Origen, Comm. Jo 7.41 §§ 208-211 (Blanc 1992, 288-89); Eusebius, Onom. (Klos- 
termann 1904, 74). On this, see Zahn 1920, 760-64; Dalman 1967, 190-93. The fact that 
the reading Tegyeonvev, which predominates later in the manuscripts, is older than the 
critical remarks of Origen can be seen in the fact that it already appears in old textual wit- 
nesses, thus in Luke 8.26 in & and © and in Mark 5.1 among others in sy‘ and in Ephrem’s 
commentary on the Diatessaron: “au pays des Gergézéniens” (trans. Leloir 1966, 97). It 
must therefore remain open whether it was not already Mark (and following him Luke) 
who confused the name of the unknown village of Gergesa with the well-known Gerasa 
or whether Mark did not, in fact, originally have TEPIEXHNQN and a very early copy- 
ist changed this to TEPAXHNQN. In Matt 8.28 & has TAZAPHNQN. See also Klos- 
termann 1971, 47: The conjecture “Gergesa” is older than Origen. 

6 In Mark 1.16 he introduces it before the calling of the first disciples as OGAao000 
ths TadtAkatas and repeats this designation when it is last mentioned in 7.31. 

27 Num 34.11 (in connection with the eastern border of Israel): yam kinneret: 060000 
Xevéoe; cf. in v. 12 the “salt sea”: OGAaooa y GAuxH (Num 34.3; Deut 3.17; Josh 15.2, 5). 

8 John 21.1: tig Pakdooyg thc Tipeoiddoc; cf. 6.1: tig PaAdoons Tic Paddvatacs 
ths Tipeouddoc. John concentrates the reference to the sea entirely on chapter 6. On the 
city itself, see 6.23 and section 3.1.2. 

° Luke 5.1-2; 8.22-23,33.OnJ osephus, see the concordance of Rengstorf 1973-1983, 
s.v. A(uvy. 
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Jesus go along “the shore of the Galilean Sea’*’ and call into discipleship 
the brother pairs Simon and Andrew and James and John, who are working 
as fishermen.’ Later he withdraws from the crowd that is pressing upon 
him, which has come from the whole land of Israel and the neighboring 
regions, with his disciples to the beach and asks the disciples “that they 
keep ready for him a boat because of the crowd, lest they crush him.’*? 
Finally, he teaches the crowd from the boat, while the crowd on the beach 
listens to his speech “in parables.” 

On multiple occasions he also crosses the lake, which is at most twelve 
kilometers wide,** from west to east and vice versa.*° Through his cry “be 
silent, hush” he banishes a dangerous storm triggered by sudden winds 
from the west.*° Indeed, around the third watch of the night, he is said to 
have surprised his disciples during a stormy wind by walking on the lake, 
so that they regarded him as a ghost and cried out from fear until he calmed 
them and came up to them into the boat. Matthew intensifies the miracle 
by having Peter, at the call of Jesus, come to him upon the waves, then 
sink in fear and doubt, but then be saved by Jesus.*’ “The whole northern 
half of the lake basin (becomes) a large scene of his story.”** Clear traces 
of memories of disciples can also become visible in “summary reports,” 
ideal scenes, and miracle narratives. 

A completely different site of the activity of Jesus, which Luke 
emphasizes the most, is the Galilean synagogues as places of his teaching, 


3° Mark 1.16: Tagéyov maed tiv 04A\Aaooay; cf. the similar phrasing in 2.13 
(eEAOEV méAI mae THV OGAaCoaYy) in the calling of the tax collector Levi, in 4.1 
(HoEato SiSdoxew nad TH OGAaoGoay), and 5.21 (Hv maed tiv OGAGooav). 

>! Mark 1.16-20 = Matt 4.18-22; Luke 5.1-11; cf. also Matt 17.27. 

>? Mark 3.7-9 (special material). 

33 Mark 4.1-2 = Matt 13.1-3; cf. Luke 5.1-3. 

34 On this, see W. E. Gerber 1966, 1751: the lake has an area of 170 square kilometers 
and is 21 kilometers long. 

3° Mark 4.35ff. parr.; 5.1, 21; cf. 6.32-33, 45ff.; 8.10, 14 par. 

°° Mark 4.35-41 = Luke 8.22-25 = Matt 8.23-27; on this, see Dalman 1967, 196-98. 

°7 Mark 6.45-52 = Matt 14.22-33; cf. John 6.16-21. A comparison shows how such 
miracle narratives developed further and how they are theologically configured. While 
Mark 6.52 reproaches the fear of the disciples when Jesus appears as incomprehension and 
“hardness of heart,” Matthew concludes the narrative with the proskynesis of the passen- 
gers of the boat and the confession to Jesus as “Son of God.” John, by contrast, lets them, 
who were previously ca. twenty-five/thirty stadia (ca. four—five kilometers) from the shore, 
suddenly come to their goal in a miraculous way (6.21). Luke passes over the narrative in 
favor of his travel narrative. Here we can ask whether the original narrative was influenced 
by a report of an appearance of the risen one; cf. John 21.4, 7. It is also possible that it is 
based on a disciple’s visionary experience. 

*8 Dalman 1967, 196. 
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especially the synagogue in his main base of Capernaum*’ but also the 
one in his hometown of Nazareth.“” Following Jesus’ first appearance in 
Capernaum, Mark reports very generally: “And he went around, preached 
in their synagogues in all Galilee, and cast out demons.’*! Such summa- 
rizing redactional specifications are indeed to be taken seriously histori- 
cally. This is already shown by the conflict resulting from healings on 
the Sabbath in synagogues, which is reported on multiple occasions.** The 
synagogue first found entrance in Eretz Israel in the first century CE in 
the Herodian period. Previously the danger of competition with the temple 
did not allow this institution in the motherland. There it was not given the 
name “place of prayer” (%7000€VyxN) as in the diaspora, where such places 
are already attested by inscriptions in Ptolemaic Egypt toward the end of the 
third century BCE.* The Palestinian Jewish designation was consciously 
the neutral, indeed profane “house of assembly.’ If one disregards the 
glorious basilica that Herod Antipas built in Tiberias, the early Galilean 
synagogues of the first century must have been simple, unadorned “houses 
of assembly,” as they have been discovered, for example, in Gamla in the 
Golan. In Capernaum there lies under the remains of the great synagogal 
basilica from the fourth/fifth century CE the basalt floor of an older struc- 
ture, which presumably belongs to the synagogue of the first century. The 
descriptions of Jesus’ activity in the synagogues of Galilee show him to be 


3° Mark 1.21ff., 29 par. 

*° Mark 6.2 = Matt 13.54; cf. Luke 4.16-30. 

41 Mark 1.39 = Matt 4.23; cf. Luke 4.15. After the lack of success in Nazareth, Luke 
replaces “the synagogues of Galilee” with “of Judaea” (4.44; see also note 8 above) and 
thus extends Jesus’ activity to the whole of Jewish Palestine. 

” Mark 3.1-6 parr.; Luke 13.10-17; cf. Mark 1.21 ff. par. and Luke 14.1-6; see sec- 
tion 13.3. 

43 According to Isa 56.7 the temple was the true “house of prayer” (bét tefillah = oixoc 
ToocEVyYTS); cf. Mark 11.17-18; see section 4.4 and Hengel 1996a, 171-95. 

“4 Bét (ha)keneset = (oixoc) ovvaymyiys; see Jastrow 1903, I: 650; in Greek short- 
ened as ovvaywyn. The word already appears frequently in the Septuagint as a translation 
of ‘@dah, the assembly of Israel. From the beginning €xxAnota = gahdal was a primitive 
Christian eschatological counterterm to it, though it admittedly does not (yet) occur in the 
Gospels with the exception of Matthew (16.18; 18.17); see Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 

45 On the Palestinian synagogues prior to 70 CE, see Claussen 2002, 168-91. On 
Gamla in particular, see idem, 168ff., where it says that the structure “(was) erected from 
the beginning as a building for assembly” and that the identification as synagogue is cer- 
tain. See also idem, 180-81 on Capernaum. The synagogue is only ca. thirty-five meters 
away from the octagonal memorial church over the “house of Peter”: “In Mark 1.29 the 
evangelist gives precisely this impression of nearby buildings” (idem, 181). Petrine tradi- 
tion probably stands behind the whole Capernaum report in Mark 1.21-39. See also idem, 
181-82, on the possibility of an old synagogue in Chorazin. On the building of synagogues 
in Palestine, see Milson 2007. For a discussion of the synagogue and synagogue stone 
discovered in Magdala, see now Aviam 2018; Aviam/Bauckham 2018. The majority of 
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a charismatic teacher and healer with singular authority. The hearers “were 
deeply moved (€&emAHooovto) by his teaching, for he taught them as one 
who possessed authority and not as the scribes.’”*° 


11.3 Jesus in a Gentile Area, in Samaria, 
and His Way to the Passion*’ 


A decisive historical date for Jesus’ activity was evidently the violent 
action of Herod Antipas against the Baptist, presumably in the first half 
of 29 CE. After all, according to Mark 1.14 and Luke 3.19-20, Jesus 
begins his public preaching only after the arrest of John; according to John 
3.22ff., however, the activity of the two overlaps. Here John may have 
rightly corrected Mark. Jesus probably did not appear as late as the Syn- 
optic Gospels present it. The violent death of John after a certain time of 
imprisonment marked a turning point in his activity, for after the murder 
of the forerunner the mistrustful territorial ruler Antipas cast his eye also 
on the peculiar new itinerant preacher Jesus, who, in a similar way as the 
Baptist, attracted the people in an alarming way and was active not, like 
the Baptist, in distant Peraea but in his main territory of Galilee itself. In 
Luke 13.31-32 (special material) Pharisees warn Jesus: “Go away and dis- 
appear from here, for Herod wants to kill you!” He answers: 


Go and tell this fox: Look, I drive out demons and perform healings 
today and tomorrow, and on the third day I will be completed. 


The metaphor of the cunning fox in the mouth of Jesus fits with that of 
the wavering reed.** Luke thus expresses Jesus’ certainty that—in con- 
trast to the Baptist—his territorial ruler cannot harm him. He fulfills his 
God-given eschatological task. This consists in “casting out demons and 
healings,” which conspicuously stand in the place of his proclamation of 
the kingdom of God because they caused a sensation and also made the 
tetrarch curious (Luke 9.7-8; 23.8). In accordance with God’s will, his 


known synagogues come from late Roman-Byzantine time and are often influenced by 
church construction. 

46 Mark 1.22. Matthew 7.28-29 places this sentence at the end of the Sermon on the 
Mount. Cf. Luke 4.32 and Mark 1.27: didayn xat’ €Eo0votav. On the authority of Jesus, 
see also section 11.4. 

47 Jeremias 1970, 258ff. (GV = 1979, 264ff.); Bayer 1986; Wilckens 2002-2005, I/2: 
2-18. 

48 T uke 7.24-25: see section 8.1 with notes 22-23. 
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journeying ends only in Jerusalem, the place of the martyrdoms of the Old 
Testament prophets.*? 

Mark also reports the interest of Herod—whom he calls not tetrarch 
but, following popular convention, “king” (BaotWetcs)—in Jesus and, 
after this, recounts the martyrdom of the Baptist.°° In Mark this is fol- 
lowed by references to Jesus’ travel outside of the borders of Galilee—the 
urban areas of Tyre and Sidon in the west and north and the Decapolis in 
the east and southeast are mentioned*'—and in the area of Bethsaida,** 
which belonged already to the Gaulanitis, i.e., to the territory of Philip. 
This escape beyond the borders of Galilee to entirely or predominantly 
Gentile areas is not an invention of Mark. It is best explained by the view 
that after the death of the Baptist Jesus wanted to withdraw from his ter- 
ritorial ruler’s hostile aims toward him. By contrast, this crossing over 
from Jewish Galilee to predominantly Gentile areas scarcely has some- 
thing to do with the later Gentile mission. The readers outside of Palestine 
knew too little about the geographical relations in and around Galilee to 
be able to produce such a connection. The only exception is the possessed 
man of Gerasa/Gergesa whom Jesus bars from joining him and instead 
instructs to tell his family members what “the Lord has done,” upon which 
he proclaimed in the Decapolis the deed of Jesus so that “all marveled.’”°? 
By contrast, the Gentile inhabitants of the place exhort Jesus to leave their 
area,‘ so that he returns by boat over the lake to Capernaum. Here an indi- 
rect pointer to the later Gentile mission could be present. 


? Luke 13.33: what is decisive is the Set pe . . . MogevecOat. While the logion is 
stylized by Luke, it contains elements that are clearly traditional. On the martyrdoms of the 
prophets, see Luke 13.34 = Matt 23.37; Luke 11.47ff. = Matt 23.29ff.; cf. 1 Thess 2.14-15; 
Acts 7.52. 

°° Mark 6.14-29. Matthew, following Luke, designates Herod as tetrarch in 14.1. In 
14.8 he calls him, in dependence on Mark, Baotevc. 

>! Mark 7.24, 31: Jesus leaves the urban area of Tyre and comes (via the area of Sidon) 
to the Galilean sea right through (or in the middle of) the area of the Decapolis. According 
to Josephus, Ant. 18.153, the large area of Damascus, which belonged to the Decapolis, on 
the Anti-Lebanon bordered that of Sidon. Hippos on the eastern shore of the Lake of Gen- 
nesaret was also a member of the league of ten cities. Thus, Jesus would have wandered 
around Galilee in a great arc. Mark was not such an ignorant person regarding geography 
as hypercritical scholarship has wanted to present him. Cf. Hengel 1983a, 150-51 (ET = 
1983c, 98-99, 193 n. 19). 

>? Mark 6.45; 8.22. The fishing village Bethsaida was predominantly Jewish. By con- 
trast, Julias, like Tiberias, more likely possessed a mixed population. See section 3.1.2. 

>3 Mark 5.18-20 = Luke 8.38-39. Matthew omits this sentence since in his work Jesus 
consciously concentrates on the proclamation to the Jews. On the place of the action, see 
note 25 above. 

>4 Mark 5.17 = Luke 8.37 = Matt 8.34. 
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Such geographical notes demonstrate again that with respect to the 
framework of his Gospel, Mark was not entirely uninformed but rather 
processed historical tradition therein. According to Mark 8.22, Jesus heals 
a blind man in Bethsaida and then in 8.27 journeys again—accompanied 
by his disciples—to the north “into the villages of Caesarea Philippi,” i.e., 
into the municipal area of the capital of the territory of Philip at the foot 
of Mount Hermon.* As already previously in Galilee and Phoenicia, he 
apparently avoids the larger cities—in sharp contrast to the tendency of 
the later primitive Christian missionaries. It is telling that Mark, around 
70 CE, contrary to the development of the last twenty years since the 
apostolic council, does not yet speak of a clearly visible preparation of 
the Gentile mission by Jesus.*° After all, according to 7.27, Jesus abruptly 
rejected the petition of the Syrophoenician woman in the “region of 
Tyre”:°’ “Let the children be filled to satisfaction first. For it is not good 
to take the children’s bread and throw it to the dogs.” In Mark too, Jesus’ 
activity is concentrated on his own people. Matthew further intensified this 
motif later. Jesus is sent only “to the lost sheep of the house of Israel.’”°* 
When he sends them out, he also prohibits the disciples from going into 
“a city of the Samaritans and on the way to the Gentiles.’*? According to 
Matthew, only the risen one sends the eleven “to all nations,” so that they 
make them into disciples.© By contrast, Luke and even more strongly John 
relate a turning of Jesus to the Samaritan “heretics.” 

The crossing over to a non-Jewish region, which occurs multiple times 
according to Mark, is not simply a construction of Mark but rather has 
historical causes, which Mark expresses in his own popular way. Herod 


°° After the specification of the place as Caesarea Philippi (Mark 8.27), Mark 9.2 has 
Jesus climb a “high mountain” with three disciples (cf. 9.9). Here one could think of Mount 
Hermon as a mountain between heaven and earth with a revelatory function (1 En. 6.4—6; 
ef. 13:7; 2 En. 13.4). 

> This appears first in the future prediction in Mark 13.10 and at the beginning of the 
passion story in 14.9. 

>’ Mark 7.24: eic tc. SELA TbQOU, i.e., to the west of Galilee. Matthew 15.21 adds 
schematically: xat Stwoa@voc, cf. Mark 7.31. According to Mark 3.8 a crowd of people 
already comes to him from Tyre and Sidon. Since both cities possessed large Jewish com- 
munities, it remains unclear whether Mark, as in 5.18ff., means Gentiles. Cf. also the say- 
ing of Jesus in Luke 10.13-14 = Matt 11.21-22: This means that Jesus did not do any 
miracles in the Gentile cities. 

°8 Matthew 10.6 and 15.24 (special material). 

>? Matthew 10.5. 

6° Matthew 28.19; cf. 24.14 and 26.13 following the predictions of Jesus in Mark 
13.10 and 14.9. 

6! T uke 9.52ff.; 17.16; cf. 10.33 and 17.11; John 4.4-42. See also Acts 8.5, where 
Philip does precisely what Matt 10.5 prohibits. On this, see B6hm 1999 and Hengel/ 
Schwemer 2019. 


On the Geographical-Historical Framework of the Activity of Jesus 371 


Antipas, who takes note of Jesus, regards him as John redivivus: “John 
whom I beheaded has risen!’ This means that the violent death of the 
Baptist casts its shadow on the way of Jesus. Here it is conspicuous that 
in this escape to a predominantly Gentile region, Mark says nothing about 
a public preaching to the people. It begins again only in the vicinity of a 
Galilean region.® While the geographical specifications may be fuzzy in 
Mark, who did not know maps as we do, there are nevertheless indica- 
tions in his work that point to a crisis that was budding already in Gal- 
ilee. Jesus encounters resistance and opposition. This also includes the 
scene at Caesarea Philippi. No “crowd” —which is still spoken of only in 
8.1-9—follows him there but only his disciples (8.27).™ It is not by chance 
that Mark connected here Peter’s confession of Jesus as the Messiah in the 
name of the twelve with the first announcement of the passion formulated 
by him. The manner of presentation corresponds to his woodcut-like style 
and is shaped by the theological dramaturgy of his Gospel. It reaches an 
initial climax here. This, however, does not exclude historical and geo- 
graphical knowledge. 

According to the hypothesis of A. Schweitzer and R. Otto, the execu- 
tion of “his forerunner’ prompted Jesus, as suffering servant of God, to set 
upon the path of sacrifice to Jerusalem. This would be plausible. However, 
it cannot be adequately grounded for the Galilean period; to be sure, the 
opposite cannot be either. In any case, after the execution of the Baptist, 
Jesus must have seriously reckoned with the possibility of his death. The 
continuation of his aforementioned answer to the Pharisees’ warning about 
Herod Antipas in Luke 13.32-33 also corresponds with this: “Thus, I must 
travel around today and tomorrow and the day after, for it is impossible 
for a prophet to die except for in Jerusalem.” Jesus did not blindly stagger 
into death as an unworldly enthusiast. Against this speak statements such 
as Jesus’ question to the Zebedees in Mark 10:38: “Can you drink the cup 
that I drink and be baptized with the baptism with which I am baptized?” 
and the saying of Luke 12.50: “I must be baptized with a baptism, and 
how impatient I am until it is finally accomplished.” The reference to the 


© Mark 6.16 par.; contrast Luke 9.9; see note 31 in chapter 9. 

63 Cf. e.g. Mark 8.1ff. 

64 Mark 8.27-33. The Markan hardening theory (4.10-12, 33-34), which is based on Isa 
6.9 and which the evangelist connects with the interpretation of Jesus’ speech in parables as 
incomprehensible enigmatic speech, reflects this opposition, which also finds expression 
for him in the Beelzebul accusation of the scribes from Jerusalem and in his family’s lack 
of understanding (Mark 3.21-34). On this, see section 16.1 with notes 43 and 47. 
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suffering of the Son of Man in Mark 9.31 probably also belongs originally 
in this context.® 

Thus, we must probably assume that Jesus, in his last journey to Jeru- 
salem for the Passover festival, where he sought to summon the whole 
people to a decision for God’s reign, firmly reckoned on the fact that 
he would be arrested and executed. It is controversial whether and how he 
connected a soteriological interpretation to this. At any rate, we possess 
two clear statements of Jesus that point to this at prominent places, both in 
Mark, which Matthew took over from him. 

The first is Mark 10.45: “The Son of Man did not come to be served 
but to serve and give his life as a ransom for many,” and the second is 
Jesus’ actions at the Last Supper in Mark 14.22ff.% It is not unlikely 
that he understood his violent death, which he basically provoked him- 
self at the end, as an atoning sacrifice for his people, whose leaders had 
rejected him and his message. In any case, the disciples understood and 
proclaimed his way—upon which they did, after all, accompany him until 
Gethsemane—uin this sense later. 

In contrast to Mark, who does not mention Samaria and the Samari- 
tans, and Matthew, who mentions this region between Galilee and Judaea 
only once, 1.e., when Jesus prohibits his disciples from entering a Samari- 
tan city,°’ Luke and John recount experiences of Jesus in Samaritan terri- 
tory. On the first station of the Lukan travel narrative, when Jesus “set his 
face to Jerusalem,” the inhabitants of a Samaritan village refuse to receive 
the Jewish pilgrims to Jerusalem. James and John, the “sons of thunder” 
(Mark 3.17), exhort him “to let fire fall from heaven,” but he sharply 
rebuffs them. A widespread reading adds to the exhortation of the sons of 
Zebedee: “as Elijah did.” It could go back to Marcion, who thus character- 
izes the two disciples as foolish adherents of the Jewish “just God.” The 
same applies to the negative answer of Jesus, which is handed down only 
in late manuscripts: “Do you not know of what spirit you are? The Son of 
Man has not come to destroy but to save.’’°® 


© We follow here Jeremias 1966a, 209-29: 1970, 281-99 (GV = 1979, 267-84). See 
section 17.4.1.3. 

6° Cf. the more strongly “Hellenized version” in 1 Tim 2.6 and the saying about Jesus 
as servant in the Lukan farewell discourse in 22.27 and in Rom 15.8. On this, see in detail 
StuhImacher 2018, 139-40, 147-64 (GV = 1992, 120-22, 127-43); see section 14.3. On 
the Last Supper, see the end of section 19.4. 

°” Matthew 10.5: ... cic MOALV Tapagit@v pr) eioéAOntE~; cf. by contrast Luke 9.52: 
mooevbEvtEs EioHADOV eic xWUNV Lapaoitmv and Philip in Acts 8.5: xateAOav sic 
[tHV] OAL THs LApaoetac. 

68 T uke 9.52-56 (special material). Cf. on Elijah the quotation from 2 Kgs 1.10, 12. 
According to Sir 48.1 Elijah was a “prophet like fire.” On the dependence of the secondarily 
added parts of the text in vv. 55/56 on Marcion, see Harnack 1960, 204* (no equivalent 
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In the second half of the “travel narrative” Luke speaks of Jesus, with 
his disciples, going “right through Samaria and Galilee” or “between” the 
two regions in the direction of Jerusalem and healing ten lepers in a vil- 
lage, of whom one was a Samaritan.” Luke gives no further thought to 
the exact travel route. He becomes geographically concrete again only in 
18.31ff., where he announces to the twelve for the last time that he is going 
up to Jerusalem to suffer there. Right after this he approaches —as the last 
leg of the journey—Jericho.” In opposition to Mark and Matthew, Luke 
says nothing about Jesus traveling through Peraea, beyond the Jordan, 
to the south.’”’ Rather, he is concerned—correctly historically—to bring 
Jesus into a positive relationship with the Samaritans. In addition, in 17.11 
he mentions Samaria as an introduction to the following healing of ten 
lepers, which has its climax in the fact that only one of the healed persons, 
the Samaritan, i.e., a “foreigner,” returns in order to thank Jesus and pay 
homage to him. This has its counterpart in the exemplary behavior of the 
merciful Samaritan in Luke 10.30-37, who—in contrast to the representa- 
tives of the religious “hereditary nobility,’ a priest and a Levite—saves 
a person who had been attacked and injured by robbers, despite the con- 
comitant life-threatening danger in the wilderness between Jerusalem and 
Jericho. By contrast, John recounts a journey of Jesus with his disciples 
in the opposite direction from Judaea via Samaria to Galilee and Jesus’ 
encounter with a Samaritan woman at the well of Jacob near the holy 
mountain Gerizim in Sychar/Askar, which at that time was presumably 
the Samaritans’ capital city, whose inhabitants confess Jesus as the “savior 
of the world” at the end as a consequence of this encounter. In this way 
the evangelist transforms the dramatically narrated scene, which displays 
familiarity with local conditions, into a paradigm for the later universal 
mission of the church to all nations.” For Luke too, the portrayal of the 
Samaritan mission of the “Hellenist” Philip and thereafter of Peter and 
John in Acts 8 is a preparation for the proclamation of the new message 
of salvation to non-Jews. Perhaps Jesus himself, against the presentation 


in Harnack 1990). The aversion of the Samaritans toward the Galilean Jerusalem pilgrims 
could lead to severe conflicts; see section 3.1.5 with notes 305-9. 

©°T uke 17.11. On the unusual phrase, see now in detail Bohm 1999, 260-63, 271-74. 
One probably cannot assume for Luke an exact knowledge of the borders between Samaria 
and Galilee. Between the two territories lay the Plain of Jezreel, and it was not clear to 
whom it belonged. On Luke as “geographer,” see Hengel 1983a (1983c, 87-132, 190-210). 

7 Luke 18.35 = Mark 10.46. On the announcements of suffering, see Luke 9.22 = 
Mark 8.31 = Matt 16.21 and in Luke also 9.31; 17.25. 

7! Mark 10.1 = Matt 19.1. 

? Luke 17.16: xal abtoc Hv Dapaoitys; 17.18: 6 GAAoyevijc oUTOS. 

73 John 4.4-42. On this, see Hengel 1999b, 297-308. 
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of Matthew, already reckoned the Samaritans among the “lost sheep of the 
house of Israel.”’* One may therefore assume that the Hellenists and 
the Jerusalem primitive community with the Samaritan mission, which 
was very unusual for Jews, could build on a behavior of Jesus and were 
convinced that they were acting in accordance with the intention of Jesus. 

Luke thus resumes the geographical thread of the journey of Jesus 
to Jerusalem, which is given by Mark, only with the third passion pre- 
diction’® and after this has Jesus, against Mark, already heal a blind man 
before his entrance into Jericho so that he can focus the stay in the city 
on Jesus’ encounter with the “chief tax collector” Zacchaeus, which is 
theologically significant for him.’® For the Synoptics, with the entrance 
of Jesus into Jerusalem from the west via Bethphage, Bethany, and the 
Mount of Olives, we reach the beginning of the last controversy and thus 
the passion story in the broadest sense.” 

Viewed as a whole, a reconstruction of the places and journeys of 
Jesus is possible only in broad strokes—only as an attempt at historical 
approximation, so to speak. A harmonization with the frequently contra- 
dictory specifications in John, which sometimes sound astonishingly exact 
but can scarcely be integrated into a historically convincing framework, is 
just as impossible as in the case of the chronology. Against John one prob- 
ably must also place the geographical and chronological center of gravity 
of Jesus’ activity in Galilee and not extend its duration too long. 


74 Matt 10.6; 15.24; Matthew uses this logion, which is only handed down in his 
Gospel, in the sense of a demarcation from Gentiles and Samaritans; cf. also Mark 6.34 = 
Matt 9.36. 

Luke 18.31ff. = Mark 10.32ff. = Matt 20.17ff. 

1 Luke 18.35-43 = Mark 10.46-52; in Matt 20.29-34 there are two blind men. The 
name Bartimaeus is handed down only by Mark. Luke already omits it. On Zacchaeus, see 
Luke 19.1-10 (special material). 

™ Mark 11.1ff. = Luke 19.28ff. = Matt 21.1ff. The fact that Mark (and in depen- 
dence on him Luke) has Bethany follow after Bethphage is geographical carelessness, from 
which one is not permitted to infer that the evangelist has a complete lack of knowledge 
and therefore could not be a Jerusalemite. Mark narratively introduces Bethany here, which 
was located 2.8 kilometers east of Jerusalem behind the Mount of Olives, because it had 
significance for him as the place where Jesus spent the night before the Passover. Jesus 
must have had a “base” there from earlier visits; see Mark 11.1-2; 14.3; cf. also Luke 24.50; 
John 11.1ff.; 12.1-11. Matthew makes a correction by omitting the place. John’s account of 
the entrance has a completely distinctive character. He transforms it into an “official recep- 
tion” (Einholung) of Jesus by the Jerusalem population: 12.18; see section 18.1. 
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11.4 Jesus as Teacher and Lord 


The Gospels uniformly portray Jesus as teacher during the entire time 
of his activity until the last meal with his disciples, which is connected with 
his farewell discourse in Luke and John. The places and circumstances 
of his teaching are varied and stereotyped at the same time: on a level 
plain, in the wilderness, on a mountain, on the lakeshore and from a boat, 
in a private house, on a peregrination, at banquets, and finally in the temple 
area. His hearers are the crowds (the Greek term 6yAO0c¢ appears 148 times 
in the Gospels) and his disciples as well as individuals in dialogues. 

In contrast to Paul, we hear nothing about a scribal education. It is his 
messianic “gift” with the fullness of the Spirit of God since the Baptism 
by John—one could also say: his authorization as Son of God—that makes 
him ex officio the teacher for the evangelists. Only Luke reports, influ- 
enced by the form-schemes of ancient biography, that the twelve-year-old 
Jesus in the temple already “astounded” the scribes “with his sharpness of 
mind and his answers” (2.46-47). 

Mark, by contrast, stresses right after the calling of the first disciples 
that on the sabbath in the synagogue of Capernaum the hearers were deeply 
impressed by Jesus’ teaching, “for he taught them as one who possesses 
authority and not as the scribes” (1.22). A little later, after an exorcism, he 
further intensifies this: “and they were astonished and discussed among 
one another and said: What is this? A new teaching in authority; he com- 
mands also the unclean spirits and they obey him!” (1.27). Matthew very 
skillfully takes over the Markan evaluation of the teaching from 1.22 and 
places it at the end of the Sermon on the Mount (7.28). Now, however, it 
is no longer the hearers in the synagogue but the “crowds” (6yAoL) who 
are impressed.’* In all the Gospels Jesus possesses unlimited, unsurpassed 
teaching authority vis-a-vis the crowd, the disciples, and individual per- 
sons. For this reason, looking back, he commands in his anti-rabbinic 
polemic in Matt 23.8: “One .. . is your teacher (6t6GoxaA0c), but you 
are all brothers,” and reinforces this again in 23.10, where he specifies the 
name of the one teacher: “Christ.” 


8 Mark 1.22: nai EemHooovto ent th adbtod Hv yao Sdoxwv avtovds ds EEov- 


otav éyov nal obx ws oi yoaupateic. Cf. Luke 4.32: .. . 6ti Ev EEOvOIG NV 6 AOYOS 
avtov. Mark 1.27: xai e0aupnOrnoav Gnavtes Mote OvCNTEiv Meds EaUTOUS AEYO- 
vtac, Tt €otw tovto; Adayn xatvy xat’ E€ovoiav ...; cf. Luke 4.36: the whole scene 


of 4.31-37, which is taken over from Mark, stands in clear contrast to the immediately 
preceding inaugural sermon in the synagogue in Nazareth, which causes offense. Jesus’ 
message as teacher has a double effect. It can unsettle and harden people. The Christian 
scribe Matthew restricts in 7.28 the criticism to the Jewish scribes by adding a avtov. 
Later manuscripts add “and the Pharisees.” 
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Despite its fragmentary character, the Synoptic sayings tradition—if 
we compare it with the contemporary Essene and Pharisaic traditions—can 
indeed be designated in large parts as “new teaching with authority.” 
With corresponding frequency, we encounter the verbs d6idcoxetv and 
*novooeLv in the Gospels. Here, it is conspicuous that Mark, the old- 
est and shortest Gospel, which hands down to us only a relatively small 
amount of Jesus’ teaching, emphasizes both words the most. By contrast, 
unlike with Paul in Acts, there is no mention of a dtaA€éyeoOat of Jesus.” 

Due to his special teaching authority, Jesus seems like a new John the 
Baptist or an Elijah redivivus or like one of the ancient prophets (Mark 
8.28 parr.; Matt 6.14 par.) to the simple people, who did not know his 
true—messianic—dignity. 

The teaching authority of Jesus corresponds to the respectful Aramaic 
address “rabbi,” which we encounter three times in Mark and seven times 
in John—here as a conscious archaism. In all the evangelists, however, the 
Greek 6tdG0xaA0¢ is more frequent, usually as an address in the vocative. 
Only John constitutes a certain exception here. Luke, who consistently 
avoids Aramaic terms, also uses the versatile word €motdty¢, master, 
always in the vocative. It more strongly expresses authority and appears 
more often than d6usG0xaAo0¢ in the Septuagint. At the time of Jesus and 
of Mark, however, “rabbi” is not yet a fixed title for ordained scribes. It 
only becomes this through the academy of Gamaliel Hin Yavneh around 
90 CE. By contrast, Matthew, who writes around this time, presupposes 
this meaning. Therefore, in Matt 23.7-8 he rejects the designation “rabbi” 
for Christians and uses this address only in the mouth of the betrayer 
Judas in relation to Jesus (26.25, 49) in order to discredit him. The inten- 
sive form “rabbiin?,’ which John translates with 6udbGoxaAe, occurs in a 
prominent scene in Mark (10.51) and in John (20.16), while Luke (18.41) 
and Matthew (20.33; cf. 9.28) have xteue. The meaning “Lord” is sug- 
gested for this form by the fact that numerous rabbinic prayer texts use 


™ Tn Mark, between 1.21 and 14.49 fifteen of the seventeen attestations of SuSdoxev 
refer to Jesus, one to the disciples, and one to the scribes. Luke likewise has seventeen 
attestations. Matthew has fourteen and John has nine. With xnevooetv the ratio shifts. 
Of the fourteen attestations in Mark only four refer to Jesus, two to the Baptist, two to the 
disciples who have been sent out, two to healed people, and two to the post-Easter mis- 
sion. Luke and Matthew have nine attestations each, whereas John has none. The fact that 
the latter term more strongly dominates the post-Easter mission is shown by a comparison 
with the genuine letters of Paul, which use xnevooe sixteen times and dud6coxew only 
eight times. For Jesus Mark also uses the simple (tov AGyov) AaAetv, which is much more 
frequent in the other evangelists and especially in John. Luke also loves the verb evayye- 
MCTeo8at, which is especially dependent on Isa 61. On dtakéyeoOat, see only Mark 9.34, 
where the disciples discuss “who is the greatest,” and by contrast the Lukan Paul in Acts 
17.2; 17; 184: 19,8-9; 20.7, 9; 24.9, 12. 
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ribbén (rabbiin) as an address to God. gab, derived from rab, great, 
can already possess the connotation “lord” as an address to superiors by 
subordinates; the predominant translation “teacher” was not the only pos- 
sibility. It is a sign of the relative historical reliability of the second Gospel 
that he restricts the vocative xVete to the address of the Greek-speaking 
Syrophoenician woman (Mark 7.28), while 6tu6Goxade (ten times) and 
OaBBt are otherwise predominant in his work. In the three later Gospels 
*veEle is much more frequently applied to Jesus. Matthew, by contrast, 
puts dudcoxaAe only in the mouths of outsiders, while xUeote is reserved 
for the disciples. Presumably Jesus was also addressed with the Aramaic 
mari, my lord. Soon after Easter the prayer address mdrand’ ta’ may have 
developed from it. The earthly mar? had become a heavenly “Lord.’’®° 


11.5 The Calling of Disciples and the Followership of Jesus 


For all four Gospels Jesus’ first appearance and the obtaining of disciples 
belong inseparably together. His activity as teacher includes his immedi- 
ate calling of “students’*’ to follow him. This is even more important for 
the evangelist than the fact that Jesus attracts “crowds.”*’ The disciples 
form the foundation of the primitive church, not the fickle crowd. Mark 
and, in dependence on him, Matthew have the calling of the first disciples 
directly follow as the next scene the news of the public appearance of 
Jesus in Galilee after the arrest of the Baptist. For them there is no activ- 
ity of Jesus without disciples.** He goes along the shore of the “Galilean 
Sea,” encounters Simon and Andrew, his brother, as they cast out their 


®° On OaPBV/OaPBovvi, see Dalman 1965, I: 266-80; Bill. I: 916-17; Lohse 1968 
(GV = 1959); Heinemann 1977, 204-17. On the connection with Lord/xtetoc, see Foerster 
1924, 233: “Thus we can trace the primitive Christian linguistic use of kyrios, with respect 
to the subject matter and the word, back into the Synoptics.” See also Foerster 1966 (GV 
= 1938); Hengel 1981b, 42-44 (GV = 1968b, 46-48; 2007b, 84-86); Hengel/Schwemer 
1998, 169ff., 194-204, 416ff. (ET = 1997, 102ff., 120-23, 275ff.); Hengel 2004a, 168-70; 
Hurtado 2003, 108-18. 

8! The word waOytat (talmidim/talmidayyda) occurs 262 times in the New Testament. 
It occurs 46 times in Mark, 37 times in Luke, 73 times in Matthew, 78 times in John, and 
28 times in Acts. However, it no longer appears in the epistolary literature. With very few 
exceptions (Mark 2.18 parr.: of the Baptist and of the Pharisees; cf. also Luke 7.18-19; 
11.1; Matt 14.12; John 3.25) it always refers to the disciples of Jesus or in Acts to the 
Christians. The difference between the narrative writings and the argumentative epistolary 
literature, which is conditioned by form and tradition, becomes visible here. 

> 6x0, often also plural 6yAou. This term likewise occurs especially in the Gospels, 
Acts, and 4 times in Revelation, appearing 174 times in total. The word occurs in the plural 
as a loanword ( 6khldsin) relatively often in the Talmudic literature and in the Targumim. 
See Krauss 1964, II: 18-19. 
83 Mark 1.16-20 = Matt 4.18-22; cf. Mark 1.14-15 = Matt 4.13-17. 
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nets, and calls out to them: “Come, after me, I will make you become fish- 
ers of people!’** As Elisha at Elijah’s call to follow him breaks off from 
plowing, so both brothers leave their nets and follow him, and something 
similar happens with a second brother pair, James and John. Here Mark 
explicitly stresses that they left their father Zebedee with the day laborers 
in the boat and followed Jesus. For Mark and Matthew this is basically the 
beginning of the community of Jesus. Accordingly, at the end of the First 
Gospel we find in Matt 29.19 the commissioning of the twelve “to make 
disciples of all nations” (uaO0ntevoate), to baptize them, and to teach 
Jesus’ commandments. By contrast, Luke, after a brief pointer to Jesus’ 
successful appearance in Galilee (Luke 4.14-15), has his activity begin 
with his appearance in his hometown,® which is recounted in detail and 
defined messianically through the quotation of Isa 61.1-2. It ends with 
an attack on his life and thus also points to the end of his way. Only then 
does Luke report—now following the narrative thread of Mark—that 
Jesus preaches in Capernaum®® and performs healings. Among other 
things he enters there the “house of Simon” and heals his mother-in-law. 
In Luke the place of “Simon and his companions” is taken by the crowd, 
which pursues him.*’ This means that through the healings of Jesus, he, 
as a Skilled storyteller, psychologically prepares for the calling of the first 
disciples, and here especially of Simon (Peter), which occurs suddenly 
in Mark (and Matthew). At the same time he places the abrupt rejection 
at Nazareth in a clear contrast to the successes in Capernaum,** which 
climax in the winning of Simon and of the two sons of Zebedee. By con- 
trast, he can forgo Simon’s brother Andrew. He places Simon at the very 
center and recounts a miraculous catch of fish, a motif that appears also 
in John 21.1-14 as a resurrection narrative.” As a consequence of this, 


84 Mark 1.17 = Matt 4.19; on the dedte Omtom pov, cf. 2 Kgs 6.19 LXX. On the 
whole, see Hengel 1981b, 76ff. (GV = 1968b, 85ff.; 2007b, 122ff.). On the “callings at 
the sea,” see B6ttrich 2001, 51-59. On the model of Elijah-Elisha, see 1 Kgs 19.19-21 and 
Mark 1.20 parr. 

85 Luke 4.14-30: Luke mentions only here the Aramaic place-name Nazara, a desig- 
nation that Matthew takes over from Luke and that appears only in these two texts. It is 
unfounded to postulate here a remnant of the sayings source. This is done, however, by 
Robinson/Hoffmann/Kloppenborg 2000, 42. 

8° Luke, however, already has Jesus in Nazareth refer to his successful healings in 
Capernaum in 4.23. The Nazarenes have heard of the Jesus-praising fn that spreads 
in Galilee (4.14-15). 

87T uke 4.31-44; cf. Mark 1.21-39. 

88 They are anticipated in 4.23: “What we heard that it happened in Capernaum, do 
also here in your hometown!” 

8°T uke 5.1-11; cf. also Gos. Pet. 60: unfortunately, the text breaks off here. 
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Simon Peter” throws himself before his feet in dismay: “Depart from me, 
for I am a sinful man!” Jesus answers: “Fear not, from now on you shall 
catch people.’’*! After this, Simon and the two sons of Zebedee leave their 
boats and follow him. In his effort to compose a coherent “historically” 
congruous report and on the basis of his special material tradition, Luke 
has radically reshaped his Markan Vorlage, connected it with a miracle, 
and turned it into a narrative in which the conversion and calling of the 
most important disciple in the Gospel coincide (as with Paul in Acts). In 
this way, Simon (Peter) is characterized—in a good Pauline way—as a 
“justified sinner.”’’ At the same time, with this scene the evangelist cre- 
ates a powerful contrast to the rejection of Jesus in his hometown. The 
followers of Jesus are his true family. It is telling that Luke does not men- 
tion Nazareth again and mentions Jesus’ family in the Gospel only once 
more in a negative way.” 

The Fourth Gospel proceeds in an entirely different way. Here it is the 
witness of the Baptist that leads the first two disciples to Jesus so that they 
follow him.** We are dealing here with an unknown disciple, probably the 
beloved disciple,” and with the brother of Simon, Andrew. To his brother 
Andrew confesses: “We have found the Messiah,” and he leads Simon to 
Jesus, who gives him the name Cephas, which was later translated with 
Tléteoc, “Man of Rock.””° This is followed by the calling of Philip and of 


°° Luke 5.8. In contrast to Mark he lets the double name appear already here. He nar- 
rates the giving of the name only in 6.14 in parallel to Mark 3.16. 

*! Luke 5.10: Gnd tod vov avOQdnous Kon Cwyewv. Luke may have found this 
phrasing in his source, which is restricted by the singular to the calling of Simon. He dif- 
fers in this regard clearly in this regard from the calling formula in Mark 1.17 = Matt 4.19. 

»? Cf. also Luke 15.20ff.; 18.13-14; 19.5-6; 22.31-32. In the subsequently added chap- 
ter John 21.1-19 this scene of conversion and calling is transformed into an encounter 
with the risen one. John knew the Gospel of Luke. In our view, such texts and similar ones 
precisely in the special material (e.g., Luke 7.36-50; 15; 17.7-10; 18.9-14; 19.1-10; 23.43) 
show that the evangelist is a student of Paul. 

°3 Luke 8.19ff. = Mark 3.31-35; Matt 12.46-50. On the mother of Jesus, cf. also Luke 
11.27-28. It is only in Acts 1.14 that the family of Jesus appears again with the disciples 
in Jerusalem. 

*4 John 1.29, 35ff.; cf. 1.37: xal WxokovOnoav tH ‘Inoov and v. 39. 

°° On this, see Hengel 1993a, 216-17, 314-15 (ET = 1989a, 78-79, 124ff.), and John 
18.15. 

°6 John 1.41-42. The Aramaic Cephas (kéfa : rock, stone; see Jastrow 1903, I: 634-35) 
occurs otherwise only in the letters of Paul: 1 Cor 1.12; 3.22; 9.5; 15.8; Gal 1.18; 2.9, 11, 
14. The later apocryphal tradition sometimes makes Cephas into a disciple who is distinct 
from Peter and who is said to have belonged to the seventy: see Bauer 1967b, 416 and 419; 
thus, e.g., Clement of Alexandria according to Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.12.2. In this way the 
offense of Gal 2.19ff. was softened. See also Lipsius 1976 (Supplement), 211 index. On 
the meaning of the byname, see Bottrich 2001, 42-46; Hengel 2010a, 14-28 (GV = 2006b, 
21-44). Cf. now also Bockmuehl 2010, 148-57. 
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the otherwise unknown Nathanael.” Here too it is impossible to harmo- 
nize the Synoptic call narratives with John. It may be that the first disciples 
of Jesus found their way to him through the Baptist movement and that 
the beginning of his activity lay—contrary to the Synoptic account—1in the 
time before the arrest of the Baptist.°* However, it is unlikely that Jesus 
himself was active and performed baptisms in the Judaean region of the 
Jordan with his disciples in a competition of sorts with the Baptist.” 

By contrast, it is clear that the initiative for the calling of the disci- 
ples proceeded from Jesus. They did not—as was the case with the rabbis 
later— become students by their own decision. Rather, he called them out 
of their occupations and families into his following. This is confirmed by 
other reports in Mark and by the sayings tradition. Thus, to the tax collec- 
tor Levi, son of Alphaeus, at his tax booth, probably in the border town of 
Capernaum, he issues the irresistible summons “follow me”: “and he rose 
and followed him.”'® At the end Jesus also demands the renunciation of 
his possessions and discipleship from the anonymous rich man who asks 
Jesus how he can “inherit eternal life.”'°’ Because of his “many posses- 
sions” he cannot comply with Jesus’ exhortation. In the discussion that 
follows Mark has Peter say: “Behold, we have left everything and fol- 
lowed you,” and Jesus answers with a promise: “Amen, I say to you: No 
one has left house or brothers or sisters or father or mother or children or 
field for my sake and for the sake of the gospel, who does not receive in 
this time houses, brothers, and sisters . . . with persecutions, and in the 
coming age eternal life.” This ideal scene shows how a saying of Jesus has 
been combined with the later community situation, for instance after the 
Neronic persecution.'” We encounter a rougher, probably original version 
in the sayings tradition according to Luke: Vis-a-vis the crowd that goes 
with him, Jesus says: “If anyone comes to me and does not hate father and 
mother, wife and children... , and even his own life, he cannot be my dis- 
ciple. Whoever does not carry his cross and go behind me cannot be my 


°7 John 1.43-51. On Nathanael, cf. also 21.2. 

°8 Mark 1.14 = Matt 4.12; cf. Luke 3.19-20 and, in contrast, John 3.24. 

» John 3.22-4.1. 

100 Mark 2.14 = Luke 5.27-28; cf. Matt 9.9, which replaces the name Levi with Mat- 
thew (cf. Matt 10.3) and thus makes a disciple from the circle of the twelve into a tax 
collector. Presumably the unknown author of Matthew knows himself to be dependent on 
this tax collector Matthew in a special way. The author gives to the Gospel his name; see 
section 6.44 with notes 95-96. 

101 Mark 10.17-22; cf. Luke 18.18-23 (in Luke the petitioner is an GoYwv, i.e., prob- 
ably a noble council member) and Matt 19.16-22, who speaks of a “young man” (veavi- 
OxXOG; V. 22). 

'0? Mark 10.23-30 = Matt 19.23-29 = Luke 18.24-30. 
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disciple.” Those who are called into discipleship are to be completely 
free to share the uncertain, indeed endangered life of Jesus, to “follow 
after’ him, the itinerant preacher in the strict sense of the word, even to the 
point of giving up their own lives and thus to place themselves entirely in 
the service of the dawning kingdom of God. 

Luke has the double parable of the plan to build a “tower” (10EYOs), 
1.e., a fortress or palatial building, and of a military campaign against 
a powerful enemy follow, which both need to be well considered, with 
regard to whether one has the means to successfully carry them out, and 
closes with the conclusion: “Thus, none of you who does not renounce all 
that he possesses can be my disciple.”'™ Matthew puts the saying about 
discipleship from the sayings tradition in Jesus’ mission discourse and at 
the same time interprets the phrase “and does not hate” (oV woet), which 
sounds offensive to Greek ears, christologically: “Whoever loves father 
or mother more than me is not worthy of me.”'® It is understandable that 
Jesus’ rigorous demand could bring controversy into families (including 
his own) and divide them.’ Mark 13.12 parr. interprets this division, 
which could sometimes lead to deadly denunciation, as a sign of the escha- 
tological tribulation before the end. 

In three framed discipleship statements from the sayings tradition that 
belong together thematically Jesus underscores the daunting uncondition- 
ality of the demand of discipleship. He points out his homelessness to 
someone who wants to follow him everywhere. In contrast to foxes and 
birds “the Son of Man has no place to lay his head.” He requires a direct 
break with piety and ethos from another, whom he calls to discipleship but 
who wants first to fulfill the self-evident obligatory commandment to bury 
his father. Jesus abruptly rejects his request: “Let the dead bury their dead; 
but you go and proclaim the kingdom of God!” Luke also hands down a 
similar third episode in which someone wants to follow Jesus but first to 
say farewell to his family—as Elisha did when he was called by Elijah. 
In contrast to Elijah, Jesus also rejects this request: “No one who puts his 


HOP Tks 1495-97. According to 1 Cor 9.5, the marriage of Peter (cf. Mark 1.29-30 
parr.) remained in existence and the other apostles were also married. In contrast to Luke, 
Mark 10.29 and Matt 19.29: 10.37 omit the reference to the wife. See section 14.3 with 
notes 49-50. 

1047 uke 14.28-33 (special material). On mb@yoc, see Spicq 1978, II: 774-77. 

105 Matthew 10.37. The Hebrew Sané’ can be understood as “explicit antonym to 
‘love’” (Lipinski 2004, 164; GV = 1993, 828) and with reference to a wife can also mean 
“spurn, neglect.” The saying about bearing the cross (10.38) is also formulated analo- 
gously. The threefold ox éottv ov c&Etosc reinforces at the same time the christological 
connection. Matthew could have poured the Lukan text into a catechetically striking form. 

106T uke 12.52-53 and Matt 10.35. The free allusion to Mic 7.6 is replaced in Matthew 
by a quotation that is oriented to the Masoretic text. 
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hand to the plow and looks back is fit for the kingdom of God.”!”’ Here it 
becomes clear that Jesus understands discipleship as service to the dawn- 
ing kingdom of God, in relation to which everything, even family bonds 
and elementary demands of piety, must take a backseat. He calls persons 
to this service as God does the prophets of the Old Testament,'® i.e., the 
calling of followers is an expression of his messianic authority in which 
he dares to act as God himself.' 


11.6 The Appointment of the Twelve 


Jesus spoke these callings in relation to individuals, probably because 
he had in view a special task for them. This means that his “followers” 
must be distinguished from the changing crowd, which time and again 
also gathered to him in order to hear him but then returned again to their 
hometowns.!!° We do not know how large the circle of those who were 
personally called by Jesus into his following was. Since names turn up 
here that do not belong to the circle of the twelve, such as the tax col- 
lector Levi or Nathanael, who is mentioned only by John, and there is 
also talk of anonymous followers, their circle was probably much larger 
and also somewhat fluctuating. Alongside the sending out of the twelve, 
which he takes over from Mark, Luke therefore recounts a sending of the 
seventy-two, which probably comes from the sayings tradition. It calls to 
mind the seventy and two elders from Num 11.16ff., 26ff., who receive 
the Spirit, but it could also point indirectly to the sending to the seventy- 
two nations.'!' Jesus is accompanied by a larger number of Galileans to 
Jerusalem, and Luke speaks before Pentecost of ca. 120 adherents of Jesus 
in the city, including the eleven disciples and the brothers and mother of 


107 Luke 9.57-62. In accord with his tendency to shorten, Matt 8.18-22, perhaps 
dependent on Luke, hands down only the first two episodes and makes the first petitioner 
a scribe because they required the stabilitas loci of the teacher. On Elijah and Elisha, see 
1 Kgs 19.19-21. On the whole, see Hengel 1981b, passim (GV = 1968b; 2007b, 40-138). 

108 Hengel 1981b, 72-73, 82-83 (GV = 1968b, 81-82, 92; 2007b, 118-19, 129-30); 
cf. Exod 3.10; Judg 6.14; Amos 7.15; Jer 1.5, etc. 

'? Hengel 198 1b, 67-73 (GV = 1968b, 74-82; 2007b, 112-19). See also section 13.6. 

'!° Cf. Mark 5.19; 6.45; 8.2-3. 

ll T uke 10.1. The reading seventy-two is definitely to be preferred as lectio diffi- 
cilior and due to its ancient attestation over seventy. It is found in P® B D and in the Old 
Latin and Old Syriac tradition. Luke, who does not like duplications, certainly did not 
invent them. Cf. also the seventy-two translators of the Septuagint according to the Letter 
of Aristeas, six from each tribe, who carry out this work for the benefit of all people who 
seek the divine truth. 
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Jesus.''* According to Mark, Jesus, in a special act, calls from a larger 
number twelve men to himself as the more intimate circle of his followers, 
i.e., he appoints them as “the twelve’ almost as to an “office.”''? While 
Mark inserts this “appointment of the twelve” as a contrast between the 
first resolution to kill Jesus of the Pharisees and Sadducees and the break 
with the family and the Beelzebul accusation,''* Luke places it before the 
Sermon on the Plain, which is addressed in the first instance to the dis- 
ciples.'!° Both evangelists emphasize the thronging of the crowd, which 
forces Jesus to look around for coworkers.''® Mark grounds the choice in 
a twofold way. The twelve are to have fellowship with him and share their 
life with him, but Jesus will also send them out to proclaim the message 
of the dawning kingdom and, having been authorized by him, to cast out 
demons. Mark then recounts the sending out of the twelve later, in 6.7ff., 
after the rejection of Jesus in his hometown and before the execution of the 
Baptist. The spread of the new message of the kingdom of God connected 
with Jesus can be stopped neither by the people of Nazareth nor by Herod 
Antipas.''’ By contrast, Matthew places the appointment of the twelve 
disciples as “messengers” (GmO0TOAOL)—a term that he takes over from 
Luke 6.13—at the beginning of his large mission discourse in chapter 10. 
From then on the teaching of the crowd recedes more and more and the 
instruction of the disciples is placed in the foreground. John, by contrast, 
mentions the “twelve” only twice at the margins. Moreover, his disciple 


"2 Acts 1.15. While this number is 10 x 12, i.e., a very general number, it points to a 
larger crowd of followers. 

13 Mark 3.13-15: &vaPaiver cic TO GQ0S xO MOCOXAAEITAL Obs HOEAEV ALTOS... 
xal émotnoev 6@dexa. The mountain as a place of revelation and nearness to God calls to 
mind Exod 24.9, 15; cf. also Mark 6.46; 9.2ff. Luke takes over the motif of the mountain 
in 6.12 and interprets in a materially correct manner in 6.13: Jesus chooses twelve from his 
disciples. The whole event is an event of revelation. Corresponding to his understanding 
of apostles, Luke then adds: “whom he called apostles.” In Mark 3.14 this oNc xal Gt0- 
OTOAOUS WVOLAOCEV is, despite its strong attestation, an early addition. By contrast, Mark 
has the designation oi GmootoXot in 6.30 in the account of the return of the twelve. This 
means he already identified the “twelve” with the “apostles.” Here we may be dealing with 
old Jerusalem tradition; see section 22.1 and Hengel/Schwemer 2019. On the problem, see 
Bottrich 2001, 59-63; Frey 2004; 2005, 203-4. 

4 Mark 3.6ff., 20-35. 

"5 In Luke 6.12ff. he recounts Jesus’ prolonged nightly prayer “on the mountain,” 
which is followed by the choosing of the twelve from the larger number of disciples at the 
beginning of the day. With them he descends into the valley (6.17). There they are pursued 
by a “large crowd” of disciples and people who are healed. In v. 20 Jesus looks “at his 
disciples” and addresses them with three macarisms in vv. 20b-22. Luke has embroidered 
his Markan Vorlage with vibrant colors here. 

''® Mark 3.7-9, 20; Luke 6.17-19. 

''7 Mark 6.7-12, 30; cf. 6.1-6 and 6.14-29. 
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names agree only partially with the list of the twelve. Here too he goes his 
own way, which cannot be placed historically.!* 

On the whole Mark has reported in a way that is indeed appropriate 
here. The call of individual disciples into the followership precedes the 
appointment of the “twelve” as a special act. It points to the growth of 
the Jesus movement in Galilee and has symbolic importance as a mes- 
sianic sign act, for it points to the fact that Jesus’ eschatological message 
and his activity as healer and exorcist are aimed at the twelve-tribe people, 
1.e., at all Israel. His activity at the Passover of his death in Jerusalem 
also corresponds to this. He wants to win the “twelve-tribe people””'”” for 
God’s inbreaking reign. The sending out of the twelve in Galilee, which 
took place later, also has symbolic significance. A logion that is offensive 
to the modern “enlightened” interpretation of Jesus confirms this claim. 
In the small farewell discourse after the Last Supper the Lukan Jesus 
says to his disciples: 


“You are those who have persisted with me in my trials (tetQaopotc). 
Thus, I confer upon you the kingdom, as my Father conferred it upon me, 
that you may eat and drink at my table in my kingdom and sit on twelve 
thrones and judge the twelve tribes of Israel.”!”° 


This logion, which fits well in the tradition of Jesus’ Last Supper with 
the twelve,'?! underlines the eschatological and messianic character of the 
appointment of the twelve, which certainly did not originate as an event 


8 John 6.67, 70-71; 20.24. In 21.2 he mentions seven disciples with Peter and 
Thomas at the head, then Nathanael, the two sons of Zebedee, and two unnamed disciples, 
so that the Beloved Disciple as author cannot be identified (21.24). Otherwise, we find in 
the Gospel the Beloved Disciple, Andrew, Philip, Judas Iscariot, and the “other” disciple 
Judas (14.22). On the disciple lists in John and others, see Hengel 1993a, 80ff. and 313ff. 
(ET = 1989a, 17ff. and 124ff.). 

"9 On the term, see Acts 26.7; 1 Clem. 55.6. The close connection between the twelve 
tribes and the twelve disciples becomes clear in Rev 21.12, 14. See also James 1.1; Rev 
7.5-8. 

1207 uke 22.28-30. Matthew 19.28 inserts the last part of the logion into the Markan 
Vorlage of the speech about the reward of discipleship and connects it with the judgment 
of the Son of Man on the “throne of glory”; see Matt 25.31-32; 16.27; on this, cf. Dan 
7.9-22; 1 Cor 6.2ff.; Rev 20.4ff. In our view, Matthew took over the unusual logion from 
Luke. A place in Q is very unlikely. On the theological significance of this text in Luke, see 
Mittmann-Richert 2008. 

'21 Cf, the beginning of the Passover meal in Mark 14.17: xai owtas yevouévns 
EOYXETAL META TOV OMSExa = Matt 26.20; Luke 22.14: ual oi AMd0TOAOL OVV AVTH. On 
the meal in the kingdom of God, see Mark 14.25 = Matt 26.29 with the addition pe0’ Vudv. 
See section 13.2 with note 45 and section 17.4.1 with note 163. 
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in the primitive community.'” The “conferring”!”’ has here the sense of a 
participation of the twelve in the judging function of God. The formulation 
ol 6@6exa occurs not only in all the Gospels and with special empha- 
sis in Mark but also in the resurrection confession of 1 Cor 15.5, in Acts 
6.2, and in Rev 21.14.'4 The designation of the betrayer Judas as “one of 
the twelve” is formulaic. The disgrace that one of the circle of the most 
intimate companions “handed over” the master to the temple authorities 
was not suppressed but recorded in this formula.'”? Within the circle of 
the twelve there was still the smaller group of the three most intimate 
companions, who were called first according to Mark: Peter and James 
and John, the two sons of Zebedee; Andrew sometimes joined them as a 
fourth.'”° The three played a leading role later also in the primitive com- 
munity behind Peter, while only John is mentioned in Acts as second man 
beside Peter,'’’ since John, the son of Zebedee, was presumably executed 
by Herod Agrippa I in 42/43 CE.'*8 

It is no accident that Peter stands at the head in all the larger and 
smaller “catalogues of disciples” of the Gospels and Acts.'”? He must have 
possessed a prominent role among the disciples of Jesus, so that he could 
appear as their speaker, in a role that was further reinforced through the 
first vision of the risen one and that continued in Acts. This conspicu- 
ous role of Simon Peter is already visible in Paul in 1 Corinthians and 
Galatians. Cephas-Peter is the figure from the primitive community whom 
Paul mentions most frequently in his letters, ten times in total. This is 
certainly also connected with the fact that he became the most important 
mediator of the Jesus tradition for the West from Syria to Rome, indeed 


22 On this, see, for example, the criticism—which is actually uncritical in many 
points—of Klein 1961 and the even more fanciful Schmithals 1961, 56-76. This view is 
rightly opposed by Meier 2001, 126-97. 

123 StatiOeuot—Sié0eto; cf. Josephus, Ant. 13.407: tiv Paoureiav SéOeto, is 
closely connected with the notion of a testamentary disposition and the term d1a0hxn; 
see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 381. On the participation in the judging function of God, see 
Dan 7.9-10; Rev 20.4; 1 Cor 6.2. 

!24 Mark, the oldest Gospel, uses oi SSexa most frequently, ten times in total: 3.14; 
A.V0: 6,729.35: 10.325 11.11; 14.10, 17, 20, 43. 

125 Mark 14.10 = Matt 26.14; cf. Luke 22.3; Mark 14.43 = Luke 22.47 = Matt 26.14. 
On this, see section 19.2 with notes 45—49. 

26 Mark 1.16-19 parr. (with Andrew); 5.37 par.; 9.2 parr.; 13.3 (with Andrew); 
14.33 par. 

127 Acts 3.1ff., 11; 4.13, 19; 8.14. 

128 Acts 12.1-2; cf. 1.13; see section 22.1 with note 27. 

!29 Cf. also 1 Cor 15.5. An exception is Gal 2.9: here Cephas-Peter had to give way to 
James, the brother of the Lord. In | Cor 1.12 we have a reversal: the climax stands at the 
end. Correspondingly, in catalogues of women, Mary Magdalene stands at the head. On the 
problem, see Hengel 1963, 249ff. 
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for the Christians in the whole Roman Empire, and with the fact not only 
that his student Mark wrote the first Gospel but also Luke and especially 
Matthew—in a correct way historically—carried forward this tradition of 
his paramount importance. This can still be seen clearly even in John and 
Paul?" 

To be sure, the various references to controversies over rank among 
the disciples show that the question of authority played a role among them 
from the beginning.'*! It becomes clear in the sons of Zebedee’s request 
for the places of honor in the kingdom of God at the right and left of Christ 
“in his glory.”!*? The Markan Jesus points them to their future martyrdom. 
The Fourth Evangelist, by contrast, gives the Beloved Disciple the place 
at the side of Jesus and places him as decisive witness under the cross. In 
this way he disputes the clear leadership role of Peter, without denying his 
special task; indeed, the Johannine Jesus foretells his martyrdom to him.'* 

Apart from small differences in the sequence and some additions, the 
list of the disciple names is almost identical in all the Synoptic witnesses. 
A lapse into into unresolvable difficulties only arose in the later “apoc- 
ryphal” tradition, especially with the attempt to integrate Nathanael and 
Levi into the circle of the twelve or a Cephas as another disciple who was 
distinct from Peter.'** The only real opposition consists in the fact that 
Mark, who is followed by Matthew, has Thaddaeus'* in the tenth posi- 


On this, see Hengel 2010a, passim (GV = 2006b, passim). 

S17 uke 22.24: Eyéveto S& xal piroveinia év adtoic, 10 tic aVTAV Soxel eivaL 
ue(Cov; cf. Mark 9.33-34 = Luke 9.46; Matt 18.1; 23.11; John 13.12-17. The early Chris- 
tian epistolary literature from Paul to 1 Clement shows that this human/all-too-human 
question continued to have effects in the whole of primitive Christianity. 

'32 Mark 10.35-45 = Matt 20.20-28: there the petition is made by the mother, who for 
Matt 27.56 appears to be identical with the Salome of Mark 15.40. 

'33 See already the postponement of his calling (in contrast to Mark; see section 11.5) 
in John 1.35-42. See also John 13.6-38; 18.15-18, 25-27; 19.25-27; 20.3-10 and the whole 
of chapter 21: see there the distinctive commission “feed my sheep” in 21.15-17 and on his 
martyrdom especially 21.18-19 and 13.36. On the whole, see Hengel 1993a, 475 index, s.v. 
“Petrus” (no subject index in Hengel 1989a). 

'34 On this, see Bauer 1967b, 415-21. 

'35 Ty Mark 3.18 Codex D and some Old Latin witnesses have the uncommon name 
AgBBatoc instead of Oaddatoc; in Matt 10.3 this reading is also attested by Origen. The 
mixed form AeBBatoc 6 éminxAnBeic Oaddatos is attested only in Matthew in later uncials 
and in the Byzantine text. The earliest uncials &, B, some minuscules, and the Coptic and 
overwhelming number of the Latin manuscripts read, however, the simple O@addaioc; on 
this, see Ilan 2002, 284: “This form appears to be an Aramaization of the name Oeo0dd010¢ 
or Oeddotos or OeddwQ0c.” It corresponds, for example, to Oevddc in Acts 5.36; 
Josephus, Ant. 20.9798; see Ilan 2002, 286 s.v. Q@edd5mMeoc. In the list of the five disciples 
in b. Sanh. 43a, a disciple appears with the name twdh. The name AefBatoc, which thus 
far has not received a satisfactory explanation (see Luz 2001, n. 1: “The matter remains 
puzzling”; GV = 1985-2002, II: 82 n. 1), probably comes from the infelicitous correction 
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tion, whereas Luke 6.16 and Acts 1.13 speak of Judas, (son of) James.'*° 
Since Judas was, next to Simon, the most common name in Judaea and 
a second Judas also fit badly in the circle of the twelve, Mark 3.18 and 
Matt 10.3 may have handed down his Graecising byname Thaddaeus. The 
other possibility would be a later change in the circle of the twelve. It is 
conspicuous, however, that no names of person who were significant in the 
primitive community were inserted, such as the names of the two election 
candidates from Acts 1.23ff., Matthias and Joseph Barsabbas. This points 
to the age and relative reliability of the lists. Correspondingly, apart from 
Peter and the sons of Zebedee (and at a certain distance Andrew), the other 
disciple names in the Synoptics no longer play a role in Acts and in the 
primitive Christian epistolary literature. They appear to have possessed an 
importance only in the early time of the primitive community, for example 
in the twelve or so years until the persecution of Agrippa. Luke identifies 
the twelve with the circle of the apostles.'*’ In reality this circle was, as 
shown by 1 Cor 15.3-8; 9.1ff. and Gal 1.15ff., much larger. John places 
some weight on the names Philip and Thomas.'** In the First Gospel Mat- 
thew becomes the tax collector, replacing the name Levi from the Markan 
Vorlage,'” and gives to the Gospel the first “apostolic” author name.'”° 
The great time of the other apostle names and adventures begins only from 
the second half of the second century CE with the “apocryphal” Gospels, 
Acts of apostles, and related literature.'*' “Simon the Cananaean,”!*? who 
occupies the eleventh position in Mark and Matthew, is in Luke called 
“Simon the Zealot,” which is materially correct. He may have been a Gali- 
lean who originally stood near to the zealot movement.'*? Judas Iscariot 


of an early scribe, who wanted to bring into the list of disciples the disciple name Aevic 
in Mark 2.14; cf. Luke 5.27 in a Greek form that corresponded to a Oaddaioc; see Ilan 
2002, 182 s.v. “Levi nr. 8.” 

'36CF. John 14.22: Tovdac ov 6 loxagudty¢. On this, see now Bauckham 2017, 101-2. 

1377 uke 6.13; cf. 17.5; 22.14; 24.10; Acts 1.26; cf. also 2.37. Only as exceptions do 
Paul and Barnabas receive the title “apostle” in Acts 14.4, 14. In this respect Luke repre- 
sents a view of the Jerusalem primitive community. See Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 

138 Philip: 1.43-46; 6.5ff.; 12.21-22; 14.8; Thomas: 11.16; 14.5; 20.24-28. 

139 Matthew 9.9; cf. Mark 2.14. 

'40 Matthew 10.3; cf. Mark 3.18, there without “the tax collector.” 

'41 Bauer 1967b, 415-51: the coworkers of Jesus. On the apostle lists, see Bauer/ 
Hornschuh 1966 (GV = 1964). Lipsius 1976, passim; Klauck 2008 (GV = 2005). A com- 
parison shows that Peter apocrypha are the most common by far vis-a-vis other apostle 
names. On the later Petrine tradition, see Froehlich 1996; Hengel 2010a, 26-27, 30, 106ff. 
(GV = 2006b, 42-43, 48, 2006ff.). 

‘42 Mark 3.18 = Matt 10.4. 

'43 Tuke 6.15 in the ninth position: Diuwva tov xahobpevov Cydwrryy, Acts 1.3: 
Liwwmv oO CnAwtijs; on this, see Hengel 1989c, 59ff., 69ff. (GV = 1976c, 61ff., 72ff.); 0 
CnAwtis renders the Aramaic gan Gnd}, status absolutus of gan Gn, a variant of gannay, 
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stands at the end of the list, in Mark with the addition “who handed him 
over” and in Luke with “who became the betrayer.”'™ 

Finally, it is conspicuous that Jesus, according to Mark, gives bynames 
to three important disciples. In the case of Simon Mark hands down only 
the Greek version Ilétooc. We learn of the original Aramaic form Kynodac 
(kéfa’) in the meaning “rock, stone” only through Paul, who prefers this 
form, and through John.'* We do not know the occasion at which Jesus 
gave Simon this designation. While John connects this with his calling, 
for Matthew the renaming is a consequence of the confession of Jesus as 
the Messiah from the mouth of the first disciple, to which Jesus is said to 
have answered: 


Blessed are you, Simon Bar Yona, for flesh and blood have not revealed 
this to you but my Father in heaven. And I say to you: You are Peter and 
on this rock I will build my church, and the gates of the kingdom of the 
dead will not overcome it. I will give to you the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven and what you bind on earth will be bound in heaven and what 
you loose on earth will be loosed in heaven!"*° 


Matthew, who beyond his Markan Vorlage also introduces some second- 
ary Petrine tradition elsewhere,'*’ has here handed down a saying that has 
received its final form through him but that probably goes back with its 
traditions in part to the primitive community. It is meant to emphasize the 
authority of the first disciple to be called, first witness of the resurrec- 
tion, and speaker of the “twelve apostles.” Since in the Synoptics the term 
éxxAnota occurs only here in Matt 16.18 and in the community discourse 


zealous one. The model of this zeal was Phineas: Hengel 1989c, 147ff., 156ff. (GV = 
1976c, 152ff., 160ff.). The absolute use of the word is uncommon in Greek. It corresponds, 
however, to Jewish usage; see 4 Macc 18.12 and the party of the “Zealots” in Josephus 
starting in Ant. 2.444. 

44 Mark 3.19; cf. Matt 10.4; Luke 6.16. The byname Ioxa.9u0 (Mark and Luke) or 
Toxaeumtns (Matthew) is often interpreted as a designation of origin of his father Simon 
according to a reading in John 6.71 and 12.4 an6 Kagvotou: “the man from Qeriyyot” 
(i§ g’riyyét), cf. Josh 15.25 in southern Judaea; cf. m. “Abot 1.4: Jose ben Joezer is “i¥ 
s‘rédah (1 Kgs 11.26) and in 1.5 Jose ben Jochanan is ‘?§ Yeriisdlaim; further examples in 
Dalman 1965, I: 41-42; Dalman 1922, 26. However, the interpretation remains uncertain, 
as is all the more the case for all other attempts at interpretation. Limbeck 1995 overlooks 
the numerous attestations of ‘7% with place-names produced by Dalman. 

'4 First Cor 1.12; 3.22; 9.5; 15.5; Gal 1.18; 2.9-14. Paul has Téte0¢ only in Gal 
2.7-8, perhaps because he quotes here the “official” agreement from memory. In our view 
Paul alludes to the meaning of the name Cephas-Petros with ONeuédtoc in 1 Cor 3.11. 

146 Matt 16.17-19 (special material). On this, see Luz 2001, 353-77 (GV = 1985-2002, 
II: 450-83); Hengel 2010a, 1-36 (GV = 2006b, 1-58). 

‘47 Matthew 14.28ff.; 17.24ff.; 18.21-22. 
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in 18.17 in connection with church discipline, and since in 18.18 the say- 
ing about binding and loosening, 1.e., the authority to forgive sins within 
the community,'“* is given to all the disciples, on the whole a post-Easter 
origin is likely.'*? The Gospel of Thomas hands down later an analogous 
saying of Jesus about this brother James, which transcends all human cri- 
teria.'°° The time and reason for this unusual naming of Simon can there- 
fore no longer be clearly determined. However, a post-Easter emergence 
of the byname can be ruled out. Cephas-Peter rapidly suppressed the com- 
mon name Simon. Because Jesus gave him this name, after Easter it early 
on became a name of honor for the leading disciple in Jerusalem. The 
designation of the two sons of Zebedee as “Sons of Thunder” probably 
represents more a designation of human characteristics. It is handed down 
only by Mark and does not play a role any longer elsewhere.'*! 


11.7 The Tradition of the Sending Out of Disciples 


All three Synoptic Gospels hand down the tradition that Jesus—while still 
in Galilee'*’—sent out the twelve disciples in order to preach and to heal. 
Indeed, according to Mark and Matthew, they were appointed as a group in 
the first place for the purpose of sending them out.'** Mark has the shortest 
account, though in terms of tradition history it is more likely secondary.'* 
Luke has two narratives. From Mark he has the sending out of the twelve 
and then—while already on the long way to Jerusalem—tfrom the sayings 
tradition the sending out of the seventy-two,’ which for him is already 
meant to signal the post-Easter sending out to the nations of the world. He 
has integrated his tradition that is independent of Mark into this second 
mission discourse. As a parting farewell to Galilee, Jesus’ woe sayings 


'48 Cf. also John 20.23 and the decisive action of Paul in 1 Cor 5.3ff., 12-13. 

' The reference to the “gates of the kingdom of the dead” may point to the martyr- 
dom of Peter in the Neronian persecution; see Hengel 2010a, 5—7 (GV = 2006b, 9-10). 
John 21.18-19 and 13.36 also allude to Peter’s martyrdom. 

'50 Gospel of Thomas 12: After Jesus’ departure the disciples are “to go to James the 
Just for whose sake heaven and earth came to be.” 

'S! Mark 3.17 (special material): Boavynoés = vio Boovtij., cf. Justin, Dial. 106.3: 
In his “reminiscences” (i.e., in the Gospel of Mark) Peter is said to have recounted this 
naming. On the Aramaic form of the name, see Riiger 1984, 75-76: b‘né r’ges. The shwa 
mobile could be rendered with oa; see Strabo 16.2.44: m’sada = Moaodéa. On the char- 
acterization of the sons of Zebedee, cf. Luke 9.54 (special material); Mark 10.35 par. 

'S2 Mark 6.7ff. = Matt 10.1, 5ff.; Luke 9.1ff. The long journey to Jerusalem begins 
only in 9.51 ff. 

153 Mark 3.14; Matt 10.1ff.; see section 11.6. 

'*4 Mark 6.6b-13. 

'®° Luke 9.1-6; 10.1-12; on this, see note 111 above. 
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about the three Galilean places that were focal points of his previous activ- 
ity stand at the end of this discourse.'** Matthew, by contrast, has joined 
together the Markan Vorlage with its list of disciples and his own say- 
ings tradition to form his second great discourse after the Sermon on the 
Mount.!*’ This discourse opens up the view to the post-Easter mission and 
persecution of the disciples and promises divine reward to those who fear- 
lessly confess and follow. 

The concise presentation of Mark places the conferring on the disciples 
of the authority to perform exorcisms in the foreground and recounts their 
preaching of repentance, their casting out of demons, and their healings 
through anointing with oil.’°* In the twofold narrative of Luke and in Mat- 
thew they proclaim the same message as Jesus himself: “The kingdom of 
God has come to you.”'*? The behavioral obligations that Jesus places on 
those who are sent out are peculiar. They are to forgo everything that would 
actually be self-evident for itinerant messengers insofar as it grants them 
security and subsistence. According to Mark, they are permitted at least to 
possess a staff and sandals, while the sayings tradition forbids even this.'© 
Moreover, they are also prohibited from taking “bread, travel bag, money in 
their belt, and two garments.” While they are on their way, they are not per- 
mitted to greet anyone. However, when they enter a house, their greeting of 
peace has an almost physically real effect. It rests upon the one who is “a son 
of peace,” whereas it returns to the disciples in the case of the “unworthy.’”'*! 
To the reality of the blessing corresponds the command that if one is rejected 
in a place one should “shake off the dust of it from one’s feet.” Whoever 
rejects the offer of salvation judges themselves. The fate of such a place will 
be worse on the day of judgment than the fate of Sodom and Gomorrah.'” 
If one receives the messengers of Jesus in a house, then, according to Luke, 


'°6 Luke 10.13-15; cf. Matt 11.20-24; see section 11.2 with note 16. 

'57 Matthew 10.1-42. Here too a partial dependence on Luke cannot be entirely 
excluded; cf., e.g., against Mark in Luke 9.2; Matt 10.7-8 and Luke 9.5; Matt 10.14. 

'58 Mark 6.7, 12-13; cf. already the anticipation in 3.14 in the appointment of the 
twelve. On the anointing with oil of the sick, see James 5.14; cf. also Luke 10.34. 

9 Tuke 10.9: ivyynev &b’ buds  Baotreta tod Oeod, repeated in 10.11; cf. 9.2: 
xnovooety tiv Paoctrgiav tod Oeob xa iao8at. Matthew 10.7 repeats almost word for 
word Matt 4.17 and the message of the Baptist in 3.2. 

160 Mark 6.8-9; cf., by contrast, Luke 10.4 and Matt 10.10, which directly 
contradict Mark. 

‘©! Luke 10.4-6; cf. Matt 10.11-13. 

'©2 Matt 10.14-15 = Mark 6.11; Luke 9.5 and 10.10ff.; cf. Matt 11.24. This threat 
calls to mind Jesus’ announcement of judgment on the three Galilean places Chorazin, 
Bethsaida, and Capernaum; see section 10.5 with note 56. For the shaking off of dust, see 
Acts 13.51. There the concern is with a sign act of primitive Christian missionaries, which 
goes back to the Jesus saying. 
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they are to eat what one gives them, 1.e., without asking about the purity com- 
mandments. The worker for “God’s harvest’’'® is “worthy of his wages.’’! 
We can regard these puzzling instructions to the disciples who are sent out 
neither as later rules of behavior for charismatic itinerant missionaries nor as 
dominical in their entirety. As is so often the case, memory and post-Easter 
configuration have fused into a unity that can hardly be taken apart again. 
The Markan alleviations, which allow staff and sandals, show that Jesus’ 
rigorous commandment later appeared no longer practicable. The two send- 
ings in Luke are an attempt to do justice to the diverging traditions, with 
Luke 10 also not speaking expressis verbis of the Gentile mission. Precisely 
the severe, unrealistic character of these commandments points to a single 
demonstrative act of sending by Jesus in Galilee, which, being temporally 
and spatially limited, must be understood, like the appointment of the twelve, 
as a messianic sign act and which illuminates the “charismatic-enthusiastic” 
character of the activity of Jesus. The pressing nearness, indeed presence, of 
the inbreaking kingdom of God, to which the victorious battle against the 
demonic powers that enslave humans also belongs, grounds this seemingly 
unusual event of the sending out of the twelve with its severe instructions, 
which sound entirely unrealistic. 

Luke has Jesus answer the enthusiastic return of the twelve—‘‘Lord, even 
the demons are subject to us in your name” — with a visionary confession: 


I saw Satan fall like lightning from heaven. Behold, I have given you 
authority to tread on snakes and scorpions and over all the power of the 
enemy, and he will not harm you in any way. However, do not rejoice 
that the spirits are subject to you but rejoice that your names are written 
in heaven.'® 


The notion of “treading on snakes and scorpions” calls to mind Gen 3.15 
and points to the overcoming of the power of Satan, who led astray the first 
human pair to disobedience and thus brought all misery into the world. 
The messengers of Jesus receive at the same time the promise of eternal 


‘3 Luke 10.2 = Matt 9.37. 

1647 uke 10.7 = Matt 10.10b; cf. in 1 Cor 9.14 the commandment of the Lord that the 
proclaimers of the gospel are to live from the gospel and 1 Tim 5.18. A proverb presumably 
lies behind this. 

'65 Luke 10.17-20 (special material). On the fall of Satan, cf. John 12.31 and Rev 
12.7ff. Rusam 2004 questions the authenticity because it is a single saying. It is said to 
be a Lukan explication of older Jesus tradition. This apocalyptic saying, however, does 
not fit Luke enough. Moreover, the baptism and probably also the tradition of the tempta- 
tion and transfiguration speak against the claim that no visionary experiences of Jesus are 
handed down. 
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fellowship with God, from which Adam and Eve were excluded after the 
fall.'°° These words of the Lukan special material reflect an assurance of 
victory, which far surpasses that of a traditional prophet and which can be 
explained only with reference to Jesus’ enthusiastically messianic confi- 
dence in God about the arrival of the kingdom in his activity. It determines 
the calling of the twelve as well as their sending out. In the authority pecu- 
liar to him he could transform them from followers into fellow campaign- 
ers for God’s kingdom and the victory over Satan or to harvesters of God: 
“The harvest is great but the workers are few. Ask the Lord of the harvest 
to send out workers into his harvest.”'®’ This last saying shows the connec- 
tion between Jesus tradition and post-Easter mission, which could make 
recourse to the sending out of the disciples by Jesus.'® The “harvest” was 
originally an eschatological metaphor'® and was related to the Baoteta 
that was present in Jesus’ activity. Its later missionary use is then found 
in John. The missionaries are to bring in the harvest of the seed sown by 
Jesus.'’° In a similar form the motif appears in the parable of the workers 
in the vineyard in connection with the question of the just wage.!'’' Luke 
places a saying, which is frequently varied in the later tradition, at the end 
of the mission discourse: 


The one who hears you hears me, and the one who rejects you rejects me. 
But the one who rejects me rejects the one who sent me.!” 


The message of the dawning of the kingdom of God, which those who were 
sent out proclaimed, is none other than Jesus’ message. In our view, their 
sending out already presupposes the first formation, indeed, in order to be 
able to pass on his message, a learning by heart of the key statements of 


166 Cf. Gen 3.23-24; Ps 91.13; Mark 3.22-27 parr., especially Luke 11.20; on this, see 
section13.6 with notes 136-42. 

'67T uke 10.2 = Matt 9.37: in our view Matthew took it over from Luke and combined 
it narratively in a very skilled way with Mark 6.34 (= Matt 9.36). It fits well with the very 
pronounced Lukan mission theology. 

168 On this, see Hengel 1971/1972, 33-34. 

‘©? Mark 4.29; Matt 13.30; cf. 2 Cor 9.6; Gal 6.8-9. 

‘7° John 4.35-38; cf. also Paul in 1 Cor 3.6-9. 

'7! Matthew 20.1-15; cf. also Luke 10.7 = Matt 10.10b. 

72 Tuke 10.16; cf. Matt 10.40, where the logion, through the key word Séye00at, is 
adjusted to the sending out tradition (Mark 6.11; cf. Luke 9.5) and to the logion in Matt 
18.5 = Luke 9.48 = Mark 9.37 (cf. John 13.20 and Ign. Eph. 6.1). It is unlikely that Luke in 
his Vorlage replaced his typical Lukan word déyeo0at (sixteen occurrences in the Gospel 
and eight in Acts) with &@eteiv, which is rare for him (only in Luke 7.30). As so often, 
the reconstruction attempt of Robinson/Hoffmann/Kloppenborg 2000, 188, on Q 10.16 is 
flawed. See also note 57 in chapter 12. 
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the proclamation of Jesus.'” At the same time, the eschatological mediator 
role of Jesus between the God of Israel who sends him and the “commu- 
nity” of followers and disciples who are taken into service for the kingdom 
of God by him and thus a piece of continuity between Jesus’ action and the 
later primitive church after Israel becomes visible. 

Presumably Jesus already called the “messengers” his s*/ihin or s*lihim 
(Greek &mO60tTOAOL), an Aramaic or Hebrew term, behind which stands 
a principle of the Semitic-Jewish messenger: “The one sent (Salii“h) by a 
man is as the man himself,’!”* i.e., he represents the one who sends him 
within the framework of the authority conferred to him fully and legally. 
To be sure, a post-Easter reshaping through the missionary situation of 
the community becomes visible, especially in the Matthean version.'” The 
originality of a basic content of the tradition, which is not yet alleviated as 
in Mark, is supported by the fact that these rigorous instructions were no 
longer applicable for the later primitive Christian missionary practice in 
this form. Rather, they point to a relatively short, symbolic action, which 
is connected with the eschatological and messianic “enthusiasm” of Jesus. 
What the Didache writes about the itinerant “prophets” (and “apostles”)!”° 
later, at the beginning of the second century, has a fundamentally different 
character. Another argument is that what stands at the center in this send- 
ing out is solely the kingdom of God and the victory over the demons, 
while every thematic christological statement, which could point to the 
time after Easter, is avoided in the early tradition of the sending out.!’’ All 
the more the question arises: Who is able, against all the older prophetic 
tradition, not only to appoint the twelve as messengers of the kingdom of 
God but also to send them out with eschatologically grounded authority 
and to proclaim the dawning of the kingdom of God with the destruc- 
tion of the power of Satan? As was already the case with the comparison 
of Jesus to John the Baptist, Jesus’ call to discipleship, his appointment of 
the twelve, and their distinctive, one-time, symbolic sending out place us 
before the question of the messianic authority of Jesus. 


'73 On the problem, see Schiirmann 1968b; Riesner 1988, 453-75; Byrskog 2000, 
104—5, 162-65. Cf. note 2 in chapter 12. 

74m. Berakhot 5.5: §aihé Sel ’adam k‘méto; on this, see Rengstorf 1965, 415 (GV = 
1933, 415-16). This clear connection should never have been questioned. 

5 Thus, e.g., precisely in Matt 10.40-41, where after the 5éyeoOa of the disciples 
there follows as a special tradition that of the prophets and of the righteous and the prom- 
ise of corresponding reward. The Jewish Christian “prophets” and “righteous” are thus in 
view here. The saying points to that milieu in which James, the brother of the Lord, held 
the predicate “the Just.” On this, see note 62 in chapter 8. See also Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 

176 « A nostles” could be a secondary addition. See Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 

'17 This is not hinted at until the concluding sentence of Luke 10.16 and above all in 
Matt 10.40-42 (cf. Mark 9.41). 


12 


The Poetic Form of the 
Proclamation of Jesus 


We do not know the presentations of Jesus’ public teaching and his pri- 
vate instruction of the disciples in their original oral long form! but only 
in the way that his hearers remembered them—here above all his closest 
followers—and in the way that the disciples handed down his proclama- 
tion, in turn, in their preaching. His teaching has survived especially as 
collections of individual traditions in the form of short, honed aphorisms, 
gnomic utterances, and sayings in the framework of narrated scenes and 
of controversy dialogues. But it is also as somewhat longer parallel double 
strophes, strings of sayings grouped together, as short comparisons, para- 
bolic sayings, developed parables, and detailed example stories that they 
were remembered and initially handed down at the beginning in oral form. 
Here we must not imagine Jesus as ‘teacher’ and his disciples as ‘stu- 
dents’ simply in analogy to the exclusive academies of rabbinic jurispru- 
dence and scribal learning or to the schools of Hellenistic cities, such that 
Jesus would, for example, have had his disciples learn his sayings by heart 
through constant repetition and testing of what was learned.” The message 


' On this, cf. the end of this section with note 13. Contrast the proud “lament” of 
Apuleius of Madaura, Flor. 9.9-10 (Helm 1977, 176-78), that his speeches were imme- 
diately taken down and read, so that he could no longer improve them for the written 
publication and therefore must already especially exert himself in the presentation. The 
pseudo-Philonic synagogue sermons De Jona and De Sampsone, edited by F. Siegert, are 
probably synagogue sermons that were actually delivered and written down in shorthand. 
See Siegert 1992, 7-8, 38-39. Casey 2002, 48-49, hypothesizes that hearers of Jesus could 
also have made notes on wax tablets. On this, see the end of section 12.1 with notes 4446. 
This, however, was presumably the exception, for how many Galilean hearers could write? 

? Riesner 1988; Baum 2004 tend in this direction. Rather than scholastic memorization, 
the comparison with early Jewish wisdom is suggested, which was not only publicly taught 
in schools and at the marketplaces but also—precisely among the upper class—fostered 
at meals and above all at symposia in private settings. Here instruction in didactic poetry 
and sayings and songs played an important role. On this, see Kriiger 2000, 30ff. Jesus is 
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of the dawning kingdom contradicted a strict pedagogically oriented 
“school education.” Moreover, Jesus spoke in his own name and in his own 
authority, in contrast to the later rabbinic scholars, who appealed to the 
authority of their teachers.’ But even “without drawing too tight a parallel 
to the Hellenistic and rabbinic memory techniques, we can assume that 
Jesus of Nazareth rhetorically configured fundamental insights and repeat- 
edly them again in appropriate situations.”* He called the closest circle of 
followers into discipleship and sent these disciples out so that they would 
proclaim his message of the nearness or dawning of the kingdom of God 
and perform miracles of healing. What the teacher and master said to the 
crowd at the shore of the lake or taught in the synagogues, communicated 
to disciples at table conversation and en route from one place to another, or 
said in response to his opponents as persuasive argumentation imprinted 
itself on the memory of his hearers due to the impact of his person and 
due to the pithiness and pictorial character of his manner of speaking.° It 
is the uniqueness of Jesus’ teaching authority that has a tradition-building 
impact. Within the Synoptic tradition, Jesus directly exhorts his hearers 
to “learn” from him only in the special material in Matt 11.29: “Take my 
yoke upon you and learn from me, for I am kind and humble in heart.” 
But “here too Jesus is issuing a call to discipleship and not to ‘learning’ in 
a scholastic sense.” As personified Wisdom he invites his hearers to take 
his yoke, i.e., his interpretation of the law. All can learn from his example 


reviled as a “glutton and winebibber’” (Luke 7.34) because of such meals, for example with 
tax collectors and sinners. In the case of the twelve, their sending out by Jesus may have 
prompted them to memorize the wording of sayings and parables. On religious learning, 
see now especially the studies of Byrskog 2005 and Merkel 2005. 

3 PS. Alexander 1991, 183, emphasizes with a certain justification: “The rabbinic 
schools can be used to throw some light on the teaching tradition within the early Church.” 
He underestimates, however, the extent of the tradition that can be traced back to Jesus. 
Jesus was, however, also not an itinerant singer and did not compose epics. Thus, the com- 
parison with Homeric rhapsodists or Yugoslavian folk singers and their oral rendering of 
epics is not very instructive. We cannot simply make inferences from Yugoslavian folklore 
to the Jesus tradition. The passing down of the Jesus tradition played a disproportionately 
large and important role in the communities. Contrast now again Mournet 2005, 135-36, 
with reference to the well-known studies of Lord. 

“Dormeyer 1993, 67 with reference to H. Schiirmann and B. Gerhardsson. 

> Cf. Riesner 1988, 359ff.; Dunn 2003b, 557; Byrskog 2000 (on the importance of the 
eyewitnesses); on this, see also Baum 2004. 

° Hengel 2001c, 97-98, quotation on 98 (ET = 1995, 88-89; no equivalent quotation 
in the English translation). The parallels in Sir 6.24ff.; 24.19-23; 51.34 display, despite 
all formal similarity, also a large difference. The polemical orientation becomes visible 
in comparison with Luke 11.46 and Matt 23.4. Cf. the taking up within the paraenesis of 
1 Clem. 13.1-4: uddtota wenvypevot TOV AOyMV tod xvElov Inood, ots EAGANOEV 
Stddoxnov emte(xerav xal waxeoO8uuiav ...; see also Acts 20.35b. 
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what it means to be humble and kind.’ Jesus stresses that what matters is 
not merely hearing and taking note of his words but rather acting and liv- 
ing according to them.*® 

The disciples remembered Jesus as “messianic teacher of wisdom” 
because his teaching was confirmed precisely also through the experi- 
ence of cross and resurrection and thus appeared uniquely unforgettable 
and worthy of note,’ due both to its distinctive style and its extraordinary 
content. 

Jesus could summarize his proclamation in meshalim, aphorisms, which 
he presumably used among other things at the beginning and end of his 
respective speeches or sections of speeches or in controversy dialogues.’° 
Likewise, parables often occur at the beginning and end of speeches, such 
as in an early Jewish sermon.'' Such “key statements” as well as artificial 
compositions of sayings, grouped by key words and themes, were handed 
down in the phase of the oral tradition, collected soon after Easter in the 
sayings tradition also in written form, and finally joined together again by 
the evangelists according to thematic arrangements into longer speeches, 
for example in Mark in a chapter on parables and in the eschatological 
discourse. Matthew configured his large speeches in the most impressive 
manner. They allow one to discern—most clearly in the Sermon on the 
Mount—that they have been consciously compiled for the missionary 


7 Cf. Matt 5.5; 21.5; on this, see Luz 2001, 174 (GV = 1985-2002, II: 221). Cf. also 
the words of the Messiah in Pss. Sol. 17.36, 43. See section 6.4.2 with note 162. 

8 Luke 6.46; Matthew chooses the double parable that follows in Luke 6.47-49 as the 
conclusion of the Sermon on the Mount (7.24-27). On this, cf. section 12.3 with note 99. 

” Cf. Dunn 2003b, 698: “memorable.” Justin accordingly calls the Gospels the a&m0- 
UVNHOVEVHLATA TOV CTOOTOAWY about fifteen times; in Dial. 106.3 he probably speaks 
of the Gospel of Mark as the “reminiscences” of Peter; cf. Hengel 1984b, 34 (ET = 1985b, 
75-76); Hengel 2008c, 35 n. 102 (ET = 2000b, 222 n. 85); Byrskog 2000, 276, with refer- 
ence to Luise Abramowski. 

'0 Comparable are the sayings gathered in the Old Testament wisdom books or the 
sayings of Pseudo-Phocylides from the Jewish Greek-speaking diaspora or the sayings of 
the early Jewish teachers collected in Pirkei “Abot, which usually contains only one say- 
ing per teacher. In the old lists (1.1—2.8) three sayings are initially attributed to the famous 
Akiba (1.13-14). “Rabbi” Judah ha-Nasi also has three and Hillel five (2.5-8). 

'! The Pseudo-Philonic sermon De Jona ends with several comparisons in a speech of 
God, in which the last comparison with the toil of the farmer in the planting and watering of 
trees calls to mind the parable in Luke 13.6-9, the Baptist’s parabolic saying about the axe 
that is already laid at the root, and the Qumranic parable 4Q302 frag. 2 II (on this, see sec- 
tion 12.3 with note 105). It ends with the sentence “For one cuts down a tree that is useless; 
but if it produces fruits, then one lets it stand.” On this, see the translation of Siegert 1980, 
A6ff.; and the commentary in Siegert 1992, 214-15. Cf. also the “Aesopic” parable at the 
end of Lucian’s dialogue Hermotimos. For the description of the rabbinic use of parables 
in Jerome, see further section 12.3 with note 98. 
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and catechetical use of the teachers in the communities.'* Moreover, not a 
few variants have arisen in the details and double traditions, presumably 
through the fact that the proclamation of Jesus took place orally and was 
initially also handed down in oral form, 1.e., through the fact that rather 
than there being, for example, a foundational document (Urkunde) writ- 
ten by him or one of his disciples at the beginning, his proclamation was 
shaped by the oral preaching of the disciples before it was committed to 
writing.'? 


12.1 Parallelismus Membrorum, Rhetoric, and 
the Problem of Retroversion into Aramaic 


In antiquity no one could successfully appear publicly as a speaker and 
teacher without ‘rhetoric,’ 1.e., without shaped speech. In this regard, prose 
speech also had ‘poetic form.’' In antiquity no speaker could forgo the ‘art 
of speaking’ if he wanted to convince his hearers. 

The special poetic form of the proclamation of Jesus is closely con- 
nected with his Aramaic mother tongue and the rules of Semitic poetry. This 
is determined especially by the parallelism of statements, the parallelismus 
membrorum, a kind of thought-rhyme that we have not only in the Old 
Testament psalms, in sayings in the prophets, and in older and more recent 
Jewish wisdom sayings but also in elevated Hebrew and Aramaic prose.'° 
Moreover, in this, free prose discourse and stylized rhythmic language 
could merge into each other.'® The elements of Semitic poetry—parallelism, 
rhythm, paronomasia, alliteration, and assonance—fell in the Greco- 
Roman world under the subject of rhetoric. They were discussed there 


'2 Deines 2004, 446: “The Sermon on the Mount contains . . . a missionary disciple- 
ship ethic and belongs as a whole to the category of mission- and commission discourse.” 

'3 On this, see Dunn 2003a. Baum 2004, 16, goes even further. He wrongly assumes 
that Matthew and Luke “drew the common material not from a written source but from an 
oral tradition.” Luke is already dependent on written sources (1.1), and Matthew, in turn, 
is also dependent on Luke in part. 

'4 For the significance of artistic prose in the Greco-Roman world, see Dihle 2008 
(GV = 2001). 

'S There is a distinction between synonymous, antithetical, synthetic, and climactic 
parallelism. Antithetical parallelism appears to be the most common in the sayings of Jesus 
in the Synoptics; see the listing of Jeremias 1970, 14-20 (GV = 1979, 24-30). 

" Seybold 2011 (GV = 2003a); 2003b, 55ff. An example of the imitation of the paral- 
lelism of Old Testament prose in an early Jewish writing in the Greek language is Joseph 
and Aseneth, where this stylistic device is used extensively. In order to rank Aseneth as 
ancestress of all proselytes in the circle of the (mothers of the) patriarchs, the style of the 
Genesis narrative is imitated. 
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and not in the sphere of poetry.'’ Free speech belonged also in the Semitic 
sphere to ‘prose,’ but it also used “of course other formal elements rang- 
ing from rhythmic sequences and word plays to parallelisms and chias- 
tic structures.”!* Parallelism and chiasm are the typical characteristics of 
Hebrew poetry in the psalms and songs and in the proverbial literature 
in the wisdom books and in the prophetic books of the Old Testament. 
The Greek translation of the Septuagint retained the parallelismus mem- 
brorum. Indeed, the translator could sometimes even ‘improve’ it by mak- 
ing materially appropriate additions and imitating Hebrew poetry through 
rhythmic prose.'? The same phenomenon can be observed in the translation 
of the early Jewish wisdom writings, such as in Jesus Sirach or Proverbs. 
In the Aramaic portions of Daniel the Greek translation faithfully reflects 
the transition from the prose narrative to poetic doxological passages com- 
posed in parallelismus membrorum.” It applies to the Semitic linguistic 
sphere, to the Greek linguistic sphere, and more broadly that “sentences 
formed in parallel are in poetry and prose a widespread . . . means of effec- 
tively expressing clarifications or oppositions.””! Greco-Roman rhetoric 
was likewise familiar with repetition—gemination as a strict parallelismus 
with equally long cola—as a stylistic form in sophisticated, artful speech, 
especially in Asianic rhetoric. Here, this stylistic device likewise serves to 
make what is said memorable.” This is why the Synoptics—sometimes 


7 On this, see Fitzmyer 1997, I: 16. 

'8 Seybold 2003b, 56. 

'° Cf. Wifstrand 2005, 127-28: “The interest of the Hellenized Jews in Greek rhetori- 
cal form can also be seen in the Septuagint translation itself. It happens . . . that the mate- 
rial parallelisms in many sayings of Proverbs in the Greek translation are emphasized by 
a formal parallelism not found in the original.” The Septuagint refrained, however, from 
putting it into Greek meter. Josephus speaks twice of Hebrew hexameter. In Ant. 2.346 he 
designates the Song of Moses in Exod 15 as an encomium to God in hexameter. In Ant. 
4.303 the concern is with the Song of Moses (Deut 32), which shows that the Hebrew long 
verse (in double three-beat line 3 + 3) could be regarded as corresponding to the hexameter 
of Greek epic. Augustine, Doctr. chr. 4.116, points out that, in his prologue to the transla- 
tion of the book of Job, Jerome mentions Hebrew meters (exametri versus sunt, dactilo 
spondeoque currentes; B. Fischer 1983, 731), which he does not translate. 

20Cf., for example, Dan 2.23; on this, see Segert 1984, 1441. 

*1 Blass/Debrunner/Rehkopf 1984, 420, § 489. Cf., for example, the regular gno- 
mic parallelisms in Arrian’s reproduction of Epictetus’ moral teaching. On the difference 
between “Hebrew parallelism” as a “parallelism of thought” and the “national Greek” as a 
“parallelism of form,” see already Norden 1958, 816-17. See further especially Wifstrand 
2005, 111-32, who demonstrates the difference with reference to the Passover homily of 
Melito of Sardis. 

?? Quintilian, Inst. 8.5.18—-19: the saying increases in impact through doubling; antith- 
eses and comparisons are nice. Cicero, Orator 84-85: only very strict Atticists avoid paral- 
lel members of a sentence, consonance of endings, and repetition for emphasis. Paul, too, 
does not forgo such stylistic devices in his letters. He uses parallelism especially often 
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even developing further Jesus’ manner of formulating**—usually retained 
and did not shorten the parallelismus for the handing down of his proc- 
lamation. In this regard Mark and Luke are usually closer to dominical 
speech than Matthew, who smooths out the Greek style, makes improve- 
ments, and ‘rhetoricizes’ it with additional literary ornamentation, which is 
an indication that Matthew was composed later. 

While Jesus taught in Aramaic, the tradition of his proclamation has 
led to the fact that with the exception of a few Aramaic words and expres- 
sions we only know it in Greek translation. These words and expressions are 
preserved in the original language especially in Mark: “Abba” (Mark 14.36; 
cf. Rom 8.15; Gal 4.6), tadvOa woup (Mark 5.41), ebpaba (Mark 7.34), 
and the last words of Jesus on the cross, eAw@u eA@t Aeua oaBay8ave (Mark 
15.34).% The sayings of Jesus were translated into Greek relatively early, 
presumably by the Greek-speaking part of the community in Jerusalem. 
These Hellenists needed the teaching of Jesus in their own mother tongue, 
but the first translations by followers probably must be assumed already 
during the lifetime of Jesus.*° The numerous Semitisms in the sayings speak 
in favor of such early faithful translations. Moreover, in the sayings and 
speeches of Jesus in the Synoptic tradition we can clearly discern in the 
Greek translation the Semitic parallelismus membrorum and the formation 
of strophes as well as the forms of macarisms, woes, and /6b sayings, and 
other similar features.° However, paronomasia and alliteration can at best 


in paraenetic passages, and in the high points of his discussions he changes to rhythmic 
“hymnic” form. Segert 1984, 1457, refers in addition to 1 Cor 13. Reiser 2001b, 74-75, 
mentions | Cor 15.42-44 as an example. On the other hand, Paul does not retain the Semitic 
linguistic form in his reproduction of sayings of the Lord and does not imitate it. He keeps 
to the wording only in the direct quotation of the Lord’s Supper paradosis (1 Cor 11.24-25); 
cf. Schréter 2013, 84 (GV = 2004, 65; 2007, 93). 

23 Matthew does not take over some parallelisms from his Markan text, and Luke can 
also shorten (e.g., Luke 11.17). On the other hand, Matthew strengthens the “literary orna- 
mentation.” Petersen 2001, 313-31, shows that Matthew, for example in the beatitudes, 
takes over stylistic devices such as “the fourfold anaphora and the fourfold asyndeton 
uwaxdotot (5.3, 4, 6, 11), the threefold synthetic parallelismus and the threefold ellipsis 
around axdetot (5.3, 4,6, 11), and, finally, . . . the threefold internal-anaphora ott (5.3, 
4, 6),” but, on the other side, increases this adopted stylistic device and has “created addi- 
tional ‘literary ornamentation’” (325). Moreover, we can see that Matthew utilizes “con- 
scious rhetorical stylistic devices” (325), for example, when he changes direct statements 
in Luke into rhetorical questions (Luke 12.22-32 = Matt 6.25-34). Is he attempting to 
imitate Jesus’ style of speech in Greek linguistic form? 

ai @ 2 Riiger 1978; Schwemer 1998; on this, see further section 16.3 with notes 73-76. 
To this can be added Aramaic names; see Mark 3.17ff.; 10.46, sometimes with translation. 
Cf. now Schattner-Riesner 2015. 

°° Cf. Reiser 2001b, 161; Hengel 2001c, 84 (ET = 1995, 76). 

6 The Gospel of John also appears to be written in this Semitizing Greek with paral- 
lelisms, for which reason Burney 1925 and others reckon with a translation from Aramaic. 
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be imitated in Greek. Like rhythm and rhyme, they can only be identified in 
the retroversion into Aramaic.’ 


EXCURSUS 
On Retroversion into Aramaic 


While there are many different attempts at retranslations into Aramaic, such 
a task, even in the present, is possible with some probability at best in indi- 
vidual cases for longer sequences of text—the experts disagree even in the 
case of the Lord’s Prayer. Although it appears advisable to abandon the Ara- 
maic reconstruction of ipsissima verba, it is also not desirable to stop with 
the postulate of an ipsissima intentio.** When C. F. Burney, following Gustaf 
Dalman, retranslated the words of Jesus into Aramaic, he certainly lamented 
the fact that witnesses for the Aramaic that was spoken in first century Galilee 
were lacking, but still used quite uninhibitedly the much later Aramaic of the 
Palestinian Talmud and of the midrashim for his retroversion. He described, 
like others before him, the parallelismus” and stressed the frequency of 
“antithetic parallelism” in Jesus’ sayings. He discovered rhythmic forms 
analogous to the Old Testament prophetic and wisdom sayings and made 
observations on end rhymes.*” 

Matthew Black and Joachim Jeremias took up, corrected, and developed 
further Burney’s observations. Black especially gathered examples of allit- 
eration, assonance, and paronomasia. However, he warned against false cer- 
tainty in the case of retroversions: 


Burney also translated the sayings of Jesus of the Gospel of John into Aramaic. He saw the 
difference from the Synoptic Gospels only in the different circle of addressees—that of 
the Johannine Jesus is said to have been educated rabbinic intellectuals. Rightly opposed 
by Segert 1984, 1454: “The way in which these parallelistic thetic and antithetic relation- 
ships are expressed in John’s Gospel differs in many instances from the parallelistic style 
in the synoptic gospels. While the parallelism in Semitic or Semitizing tradition is based 
on the semantic synonymity or antonymity of the words used in these structures, in John’s 
gospel the antithesis is frequently expressed by the use of negative particles.” 

2” Segert 1984, 1437, 1439, 1445: “The rhythmical and phonetic devices—alliteration, 
rhyme, paronomasia—can be observed only in retranslations into Aramaic or Hebrew.” Cf. 
1448. 

°8 On the ipsissima intentio, cf. Hahn 2002, I: 40, with reference to Thiising; cf. further 
Theissen/Winter 2002, 197-201 (GV = 1997, 201-5). Cf. now Frey 2016. 

?° Burney 1925, 71-72: antithetical parallelism can most often be observed as in the 
wisdom literature of the Old Testament. On the history of research, see in detail Meynet 
1998, 44-166. 

3° Burney 1925, 71-90, 100-46, 147-75. In the Synoptic tradition he often wrongly 
regarded the shortened polished formulations of Matthew as originally dominical. 
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In the reconstruction into Aramaic . . . no claim can be made to finality or 
absolute certainty in any single instance of a reconstructed original. Where 
we are dealing, however, with common words and expressions, there exists 
a high degree of probability that we have the original Urlaut.*! 


Here too we can only speak of attempts at historical approximation. 

Building on Burney and Dalman, Joachim Jeremias emphasized the sig- 
nificance of antithetical parallelism and rhythm, took up observations of Black 
on paronomasia, and described the phenomena of hyperbole and paradox so 
that he could then pass over to the characteristics of the ipsissima vox, which is 
also for him not identical with the ipsissima verba: parables, enigmatic sayings, 
kingdom of God, Amen sayings, and the use of “Abba.”* In order to identify 
the rhythm he retranslated into Aramaic, relying especially on the Palestinian- 
Syriac lectionary due to a lack of sources that were closer in time. The use of 
two-beat lines signaled “central ideas” of the message of Jesus,*? whereas the 
four-beat is said to be the rhythm for “‘the instruction of disciples.”** Accord- 
ing to Jeremias, the three-beat, which is common for mashal in Old Testament 
wisdom literature and which corresponds to the iambic trimeter in Greek gno- 
mic poetry, is the most common rhythm in the sayings of Jesus, which made it 
easier retain in the memory.* Jeremias observed that the rhythm of the lament, 
the kina meter (3 + 2), “serves above all to express strong inner emotion’; 
“the accumulation of rhythms” is said to point to a “distinctive characteristic 
of Jesus,” to demonstrate the Semitic background, and also to provide “an 
important pointer to the antiquity of the tradition.”*° 

In comparison with the numerous Jesus sayings and the small remains of 
the proclamation of John the Baptist, we have knowledge of only a very small 


3! Black 1967, 185. 

*? Jeremias 1970, 8-37 (GV = 1979, 19-46). 

33 Jeremias 1970, 22 (GV = 1979, 32). However, Jeremias also reckons with “double 
two-beat lines” and “‘a sequence of two-beat lines” (ET = 21; GV = 31). In our view, all his 
examples belong rather to “four-beat lines”; thus, especially, Luke 7.22-23 = Matt 11.5-6, 
where we must probably assume the rhythm 2 + 2,2+2,2+2,2+2+ 2. On this, cf. the 
translation into Aramaic by Casey 2002, 105, though he refrains as a matter of principle 
from information about rhythm. 

34 Jeremias 1970, 23 (GV = 1979, 33). Cf. The saying ascribed to R. Akiba in t. Meg 
4(3).16 (Zuckermandel 1880, 226; cf. Neusner 2002, I: 648), which is preserved in the 
rhythm 4 + 4 or2+2,2+2, 2+ 2,2 +2: “Show (honor to the dead), so that one (also) 
shows (it) to you! Accompany (the dead), so that one (also) accompanies you! Hold lamen- 
tations, so that one (also) laments you! Bury (others), so that one (also) buries you!” This is 
a chain saying. Similar is the rhythm in the saying of Eliezer ben Hyrcanus (m. Sotah 9.15); 
on this, cf. the Aramaic sayings assembled by Beyer 1984, 360-61. 

>> Jeremias 1970, 25 (GV = 1979, 35): “the three-beat line . . . serves to drive home 
important sayings and maxims” (Jeremias’ emphasis). 

*6 Jeremias 1970, 26-27 (GV = 1979, 36-37). 
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number of Aramaic sayings—whether they are handed down anonymously 
or attributed to specific persons—that belong in the first century until the 
second century CE. However, these allow us to clearly recognize that they 
are composed in the parallelismus membrorum and rhythmically, and we can 
also easily identify paronomasia, alliteration, and other features of this kind. 
The “three-beat line” is likewise used in one of the few examples of a longer 
‘prophet saying’ in Aramaic from the time of early Judaism. This saying is 
an oracle about the destruction of the Jerusalem temple, which could be rela- 
tively old, even though it is handed down only in the David Apocalypse of 
Hekhalot Rabbati.*’ The Qina occurs in the prophecy of disaster ascribed to 
Samuel the Small. 


Simeon and Ishmael for the sword and his associates for execution 
and the remaining people for spoils, 
and great afflictions will take place in the near future.*® 


Josephus hands down the prophecy of disaster of Jesus ben Ananias as a 
word-for-word quotation in Greek. Here too we can identify, when one 
retranslates into Aramaic, rhythm, paronomasia, and rhyme. However, the 
retroversion in this case is much easier to produce than in the case of the say- 
ings of Jesus.*? While the yield from such Aramaic texts is small, one should 
not—as often occurs—entirely ignore them. They are closer to the Jesus tra- 
dition than the description of the beauty of Sarah in the Genesis Apocryphon 


37 On this, see Schwemer 1991b, 329-33, 345ff.: presumably an early reaction to the 
destruction of the temple. Boustan 2005, 224, wishes to date this oracle later. 

a Sotah 13.4 (Zuckermandel 1880, 319); the rhythm is 3 + 2, 3, 3 + 2; on the text 
and translation, cf. also Beyer 1984, 362; Neusner 2002, I: 886. 

° If we retranslate these prophetic sayings (J.W. 6.301, 304, 306, 309)—which are 
very simple formally and in terms of vocabulary—into Aramaic, one observes the transi- 
tion from a double two-beat to a three-beat and from a double three beat to a simple three 
beat (2 + 2,3, 3 +3, 3). We are dealing with a two-strophic oracle. Every strophe is formed 
with a tricolon. In addition, Josephus (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 463, 465, 467) 
quotes simple woes over Jerusalem: 


A voice from the east, 

a voice from the west, 

a voice from the four winds; 

a voice against Jerusalem and the sanctuary, 
a voice against the bridegroom and the bride, 
a voice against all the people. (6.301) 


Woe to Jerusalem! (6.304, 306) 


Woe once more to the city and to the people and to the temple! (6.309) 
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from Qumran, which is adduced as a “poetic” parallel to the language of 
Jesus.“ 

Retroversions of sayings of Jesus remain problematic from today’s 
standpoint since we, despite the discoveries at Qumran, know too little about 
the Aramaic in the first century BCE and CE, and we lack sources precisely 
for the Aramaic spoken in Galilee at that time.*! Moreover, the vocalization 
is largely not certain enough for us always to be able to clearly determine the 
rhythm. The situation has been decisively improved through the Qumran dis- 
coveries and the Aramaic ossuary inscriptions. Above all, some earlier errors 
in word usage can be corrected. However, different answers continue to be 
given by the experts regarding the question of which texts can be drawn on 
for the Galilean dialect of Jesus.” At present we still lack clear Aramaic attes- 
tations from the time of Jesus and the earliest church even for well-known 
expressions in the New Testament such as “Abba” and “maranatha,” which 
have simply been transliterated into Greek.** 

To avoid the errors of his predecessors,*“* M. Casey took a different path 
in recent years. He did not simply retranslate individual sayings of Jesus into 
Aramaic but reconstructed the sources of Mark and Q as Aramaic pieces of 
text from the first century CE. In doing so he did not aim to offer a simple 
retroversion but to take account of the situation in Galilee at that time. More- 
over, he assumes that the disciples could have made notes on wax tablets, 
for eyewitnesses must have written these notations, which are so close to the 
event.** According to Casey, the evangelist then expanded and modified these 
notes. Mark is said to have been composed around 40 CE and to still stand 
very near to the teaching of Jesus. To some extent, Luke and Matthew are 
said to have used different translations. Despite the sharp objections of Casey 
against the approach of the older Aramaic specialists, the observations of 


am Thus, for example, Riesner 1988, 404; cf. 399. Distichic and tristichic Aramaic 
poetry is also found in 11QPs 155. This, however, is a Hebrew psalm (on the text, cf. Gar- 
cia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, II: 1176). 

“| It differed from the Judaean, at least in the pronunciation; see Matt 26.73. Casey 
1998, 90, regards this as no serious difference, for it is said to have affected at most the 
pronunciation of the gutturals. Cf. Casey 2002, 36-39. Cf. now Schattner-Rieser 2015. 

“2 Cf. Fitzmyer 1971; 1979; 1997. Cf. also Beyer 1984, 54, 62, who points especially 
to the significance for pronunciation of the Galilean place-names attested in Greek texts 
and assigns the middle-Aramaic inscriptions and Palestinian rabbinic literature to the Gali- 
lean dialect; cf. also Beyer 1994. Contrast Casey 2002. 

43 On this, see Hengel 2004a. 

“4 Casey is sharply critical of these scholars. He says that they found too many word- 
plays and parallelisms. Burney is especially criticized for even reckoning with end rhyme. 
He expresses himself with somewhat greater respect only with regard to Matthew Black 
(Casey 1998, 31; 2002, 9-12, 21, 24). 

4 Casey 2002, 48-49. 
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Burney, Black, and Jeremias, in particular, continue to remain fundamental 
for the search for the ipsissima vox of Jesus. By contrast, Casey’s hypotheses 
appear relatively speculative.” 


12.2 Wisdom Sayings and Prophetic Sayings 


The riches of the linguistic forms in Jesus’ sayings are repeatedly praised.*” 
We do not possess such a variegated tradition from any other Jewish 
teacher of this time.*® 

He uses synonymous parallelism. For example: 


Nothing is hidden that will not become manifest, 
nor secret that will not become known and public.” 


As an example of the very common antithetical parallelism (with chiasm 
and anaphora), we can mention: 


Whoever wishes to save his life will lose it; 
and whoever loses his life for my sake . . . will save it.°° 


However, synthetic parallelism is memorably expressed in a enigmatic 
double saying: 


“© Cf. Dunn 2003b, 225-26; Reiser 2001b, 64 n. 84, on the Greek of Mark and his 
criticism of Casey. 

“” Theissen 2003a, 347: “Even if we are uncertain in the case of individual sayings, 
whether they really come from Jesus or not, we are astonishingly certain that we know the 
form language of his proclamation—thus the unique combination of literary (oral) forms, 
topoi, and structures, which is connected with Jesus. If we demonstrated a single exemplar 
as authentic in the case of every form of the Jesus tradition, we have demonstrated the 
whole genre for Jesus. . . . Although we are uncertain whether we can identify in detail 
the parole of Jesus, we know his langue very well. We know that Jesus used parables and 
parabolic sayings, woes and macarisms, maxims and admonitions. For all forms there are 
parallels in the rest of Judaism. Its combination, however, is unique.” 

48 Kiichler 1979 counts 108 aphorisms. Aune 1991, 242-58, lists 167 “aphorisms” 
from the canonical and later early Christian literature. Dormeyer 1993, 74-75, who does 
not restrict himself to the aphorisms, reckons with “about 170 wisdom sayings ..., which 
are scattered over the Synoptics.” On the number of the parables, see note 97 in section 
12.3. However, the high numbers arise for the aphorisms through the fact that often double 
sayings or three- or four-part sayings are counted in an atomizing manner in their indi- 
vidual elements. We should not splinter sayings of Jesus too much. Through this they 
sometimes lose their originality. 

4° Luke 8.17; cf. Mark 4.22; Matt 10.26; on this, Burney 1925, 65. 

>° Mark 8.35; on this, see Burney 1925, 84-85. 
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I came to cast fire on the earth, 

and how I wish that it were aleady set on fire. 

I must be baptized with a baptism, 

and how impatient I am until it is finally accomplished.*! 


In Luke this is followed by an antithetical verse as a third parallelismus: 


Do you believe that I have come to give peace on the earth? 
No, I say to you, but rather division.*? 


The three concise dominical beatitudes in the Lukan Sermon on the Plain, 
which have their counterpart in the woes, are likewise synthetic parallel- 
isms. In the Sermon on the Mount, Matthew develops them into a long 
series in the form of strophes without woes.°*’ In Luke and Matthew, the 
command to love one’s enemies is configured in an especially impres- 
sive manner through synthetic parallelisms and also forms the head of the 
series of antitheses in Matthew. 

Burney uses the phrase “step parallelism” to describe the linking with 
anadiplosis, doubling or anaphora, which, especially when the last word is 
repeated, gives rise to a closer chiastic parallelism: 


Do not think that I have come to abolish the law and the prophets, 
I came not to abolish (them), but rather to fulfill (them).°° 


Matthew very readily uses this form of doubling, which is also favored by 
John. Presumably, this verse is at least redactionally shaped by Matthew, if 
it should go back to a genuine saying of Jesus.°*° We find this stylistic form 
more clearly and probably authentically in Luke 10.16: 


>! Luke 12.49-50. The figura etymologica Baxtiopa PartioOf)vat expresses Jesus’ 
premonition of death and also occurs in Mark 10.38-39. On its significance for the baptism 
of John, see the end of section 9.3. 

>? Luke 12.51; Matt 10.34 represents a more perfect parallelism; cf. Burney 1925, 90. 
On this, see further section 17.2 with note 24. 

3 Luke 6.20-26 (v. 22 is not authentic but probably an expansive addition that is 
related to the situation of the primitive community); Matt 5.3-12; on this, see the stylis- 
tic analysis of Petersen 2001, 135-57. Cf. also the elaboration of the—dominical—woes 
against Pharisees and experts in the law from Luke 11.42-52 in Matt 23.2-39. 

47 uke 6.32ff.; Matt 5.46-47; on this, see Petersen 2001, 220ff., 224ff., who describes 
the Greek stylistic figures. On the antitheses, see section 14.5. 

°° Matthew 5.17; Burney 1925, 90-96; cf. Deines 2004, 257-87. 

© Cf. Luz 1989, 257, 264; 2007, 211, 217 (GV = Luz 2002, 229, 235); Deines 2004, 
257-87. 
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The one who listens to you, listens to me, 
and the one who spurns you, spurns me, 
but the one who spurns me, spurns the one who sent me.>’ 


Jesus loved parallelismus and “connected his sapiential language of forms 
with prophetic genres.”°® We find numerous sayings that correspond to 
Old Testament prophetic genres or modify them. Sapiential and pro- 
phetic sayings do not form an opposition in the Jesus tradition, and it is 
difficult to demarcate them from each other. The early ‘scriptural proph- 
ets’ of the Old Testament already used not only prophetic ‘basic forms.’ 
Among other things, they used ways of speaking that originally had their 
“setting” in wisdom or in the cult.°’ The I sayings of Jesus, and here 
especially the Amen sayings, outdo the prophetic messenger formula and 
bring to expression his messianic claim and his teaching authority.” In 
the sayings tradition, the “‘sapiential’ instructions” of Jesus also have 
“a markedly eschatological character.”*? We can best make clear how 
closely sapiential and prophetic sayings also belong together thematically 
in Jesus with reference to the double saying about the Queen of Sheba and 
the Ninevites:™ 


The queen of the south will rise up (in the judgment) 
against the men of this generation and will condemn them. 


>’ The Lukan version appears to be older and more original than Matt 10.40-42, where 
Luke 10.16 in adjustment to Mark 9.37 is taken up and where there is also reflection on the 
reward that the person who receives a prophet or righteous person obtains and where one is 
admonished to hospitality. In this way the Matthean version becomes a community rule for 
the primitive Christian itinerant missionaries. On this, see section 11.7 with notes 172-77. 

8 Theissen 2004, 47. On pp. 47-48 Theissen identifies sapiential , prophetic, and royal 
motifs in the sayings tradition. This points to the fact that in relation to Jesus’ claim one 
cannot simply separate sapiential, prophetic, and messianic features. 

°°? For the demonstration of the prophetic “micro-genres,” from the prophetic 
announcement, the salvation saying, doom saying, reproach, macarism, and woes to the 
prophetic-sapiential admonitions in the sayings tradition, see Sato 1988. I sayings and 
Amen sayings vary the prophetic messenger saying and replace it. Cf. section 17.2 with 
notes 31-35. 

6° Cf. Hengel 2001c, 86 (ET = 1995, 78). 

6! Cf. Westermann 1964 (ET = 1991). 

© On this, see section 17.2. 

°° Schroter 1997, 469. 

64 Luke 11.31-32 = Matt 12.41-42. Matthew rearranges secondarily because he 
attaches the double saying to the rejection of the request for a sign with the reference to 
Jonah and strengthens the parallelism by writing €v xeioet usta Ths yeveds TAUVTIS in 
every strophe, making use of the same form and sequence. He more strongly adjusts it to 
the formal Greek parallelism. 
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For she came from the ends of the earth to hear the wisdom of Solomon, 
and behold, here is more than Solomon! 


The men of Nineveh will stand up in the judgment 
Against this generation and condem it. 

For they repented at the preaching of Jonah, 

And behold, here is more than Jonah! 


With the two-part prophetic saying of judgment against “this generation,” 
which is almost entirely parallel in form, Jesus condemns the rejection of 
his message by his contemporaries and stresses as with a refrain that his 
wisdom surpasses that of the most famous wise person (1 Kgs 5.9-14) and 
his preaching that of the most successful prophetic preacher of repentance. 
A somewhat more complicated parallel formation of strophes with end 
stress can be observed in Luke 17.26-30 (cf., differently, Matt 24.37ff.): 


And just as it happened in the days of Noah, 

so it will be in the days of the Son of Man: 

They were eating, they were drinking, 

they were marrying, they were letting themselves be married, 
until the day when Noah entered the ark 

and the flood came and destroyed them all. 


In the same way, just as it happened in the days of Lot: 
They were eating, they were drinking, 

they were buying, they were selling, 

they were planting, they were building, 

but on the day when Lot went out of Sodom, 

it rained fire and brimstone from heaven 

and destroyed them all. 

exactly the same thing will be on the day 

on which the Son of Man is revealed! 


In both cases the strophe formation lends additional weight to the announce- 
ment of judgment.® A two-member structure can also be observed in the 
woe sayings concerning the places of Jesus’ activity: 


65 On this, see Manson 1963, 54ff., who was the first to observe this strophe formation. 
The concise portrayal of the daily events demonstrates an observer versed in sapiential poetry. 

6 Luke 10.13-15; Matt 11.21-24 presents a complete parallelismus of the strophes, 
compares Capernaum with Sodom, and gives this strophe the end stress. Here Matthew 
might have preserved the original form. 
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Woe to you, Chorazin, woe to you, Bethsaida, 

for if there had occurred in Tyre and Sidon the miracles 

which took place among you, 

they would have long sat in sackcloth and ashes 

and would have repented. 

Surely, it will be more bearable for Tyre and Sidon in the judgment than 
for you. 


And you, Capernaum, 
will you ascend to heaven? 
Into the underworld you will descend. 


However, double strophes do not occur exclusively in the announcements 
of judgment. In the exhortation “not to worry,” among other things, two 
strophic comparisons correspond to each other.*” 


Consider the ravens, 

for they do not sow, nor do they reap, 

they have no storeroom nor barn, 

but God feeds them. 

Of how much more value are you are than the birds? . . . 


Consider the lilies, how they grow, 

they do not toil nor do they spin. 

I say to you, not even Solomon in all his glory 

was clothed as one of these. 

But if God clothes the grass of the field, 

which exists today and tomorrow is thrown in the oven, 
in this way, 

how much more you, you of little faith? 


Such a two-member structure is also evident in the structure of the Lord’s 
Prayer, both in the Lukan and in the Matthean versions: 


67 T uke 12.24, 27-28 = Matt 6.26, 28ff. On this, cf. section 13.3 with notes 81-82. 
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Luke 11.2-4 Matt 6.9-13 

Father! Our Father in heaven! 
Hallowed be your name! Hallowed be your name! 
Your kingdom come! Your kingdom come! 


Your will be done! 
On earth as in heaven. 


Give us every day our bread for Give us today our bread for 

tomorrow! tomorrow! 

And forgive us our sins, And forgive us our debts, 

as we also forgive our debtors! As we also have forgiven our 
debtors! 


And let us not fall into temptation! And let us not fall into temptation, 
but deliver us from evil! 


In Luke the original address of God with “Abba” has been preserved in the 
Greek vocative. To the two you petitions in Luke correspond three we peti- 
tions, which is supplemented in accord with the structure in Matthew, so 
that three petitions now symmetrically correspond to one another respec- 
tively. Even though different attempts have been made to reconstruct the 
Aramaic version, we can recognize a 2 + 2 rhythm in the parallel petitions. 
The suffixes mean the end rhyme can be heard and is still reflected in the 
Greek translations.®’ Both evangelists communicate the prayer in the form 
that was common in their circle of influence.” 

Luke 10.21-22 = Matt 11.25-27 (the Jubelruf)—which is likewise a 
prayer”’—in Luke and in expanded form in Matthew appears quite inter- 
esting already from a purely formal point of view.” 


I praise you, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, 
because you have hidden these things from the wise and intelligent, 
but have revealed them to the simple ones. 


68 Cf. the retroversion of Matt 6.9-13 in Burney 1925, 113, 161, and its correction in 
Jeremias 1970, 193-203, esp. 196 (GV = 1979, 188-96, esp. 191), who regards the Lukan 
form as more original. Grelot 1984 retranslates both versions. He deviates from Jeremias 
especially in the bread petition. Philonenko 2002, 69ff., regards the third petition of Mat- 
thew as original and reckons with a Lukan omission. A short history of research is provided 
by H. Lohr 2003, 29-40. Cf. now the retroversion and the correction of the earlier recon- 
structions by Schattner-Rieser 2015. 

© Ror a more detailed discussion, see the end of section 13.2 with notes 60 and 61. 

79 Alongside the Lord’s Prayer, the prayer in Gethsemane, Mark 15.34 par. (= Ps 
22.2), and Luke 23.46 (= Ps 31.6), it is the only prayer of Jesus handed down in the Synop- 
tics. Luke 23.34 is lacking in many old manuscripts. 

7 Luke 10.21-22; Matt 11.25-30. 
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Yes, Father, for such was your good pleasure. 

All things have been handed over to me by my Father; 
and no one knows who the Son is except the Father 
and no one knows who the Father is except the Son 

and anyone to whom the Son wishes to reveal it. 


To this Matthew adds: 


Come to me all you who labor and have to bear heavy burdens. 
I will give you rest. 
Take my yoke upon you and learn from me; 
for I am kind and lowly of heart; 
thus you will find rest for your souls. 
For my yoke is easy and my load is light. 


In Luke we can identify two strophes that are connected, being chias- 
tically connected to each other. We know of such multiple chiasmuses 
from the hymns and psalms in Qumran. Such an ‘onion structure’ can 
also be observed there, as well as in the Magnificat and Benedictus. In 
our view, there is nothing against tracing back this poetic praise of the 
turning of God the Father to the simple ones ultimately to Jesus. The earli- 
est Christology had its basis not only in implicit references to the dignity 
and authority that Jesus claimed for himself. The continuation with the 
praise of the unique relationship of Father and Son is configured in an 
analogous manner formally and is often designated as a post-Easter com- 
mentary, although it has a very distinctive character.’? But why should it 
not go back to a saying of Jesus, for example in the form of a comparison? 
Matthew continues with a piece of sapiential verse from his special mate- 
rial, which calls to mind Jesus Sirach. For the evangelist Jesus and God’s 
wisdom become one here, and he formulates what he is saying very care- 
fully. The form of the critique of the law in this text, however, speaks for 
a dominical origin of the tradition and fits with his turning to sinners and 
tax collectors.” 


? Luz 2001, 164-65 (GV = 1985-2002, II: 209); contrast Jeremias 1970, 56ff. (GV 
= 1979, 63ff.), who emphasizes the Semitic character of the language and traces back the 
logion to a parabolic saying of Jesus; cf. section 17.4.2. Philonenko 2002, 13-15, 110, 
regards Matt 11.25-30 as a unit that is very close to the Lord’s Prayer. 

® Hengel 2001c, 97ff. (ET = 1995, 88ff.); Deines 2004, 262, 400, 404, 652, and 
elsewhere. 
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Jesus’ answer to the question of the Baptist, which portrays via allu- 
sions to Isaianic texts the messianic time with a word of salvation and 
which climaxes in a macarism, is rhythmically configured.” 

Double-membered with a parable about playing children and its fol- 
lowing interpretation, which is again kept in strict parallel, Luke 7.31-35 
= Matt 11.16-19 portrays the rejection of the Baptist as a crazy ascetic 
and the insulting of Jesus as “glutton” and “winebibber” by his contem- 
poraries.”” The concluding statement in Luke 7.35 forms the climax and 
praises, analogously to the macarism in 7.23, the fact that Wisdom is justi- 
fied by all her children, 1.e., by the Baptist, Jesus, and the tax collectors 
and sinners mentioned right before.” 

While such pointed sentences, which make clear Jesus’ claim to be 
the messianic envoy of “Wisdom,” may have been spoken in the more 
intimate circle of disciples, Jesus often also addressed a broader range 
of hearers. He did not primarily teach only his disciples but directed his 
instruction to a larger circle of adherents, sympathizers to whom his ethi- 
cal admonitions applied.”” The Lukan Sermon on the Plain and the Sermon 
on the Mount are stylized as teaching proclamations addressed to disciples 
and crowds. In relation to the disciples and the wider circle of adherents 
Jesus preferred to use, among other things, the “traditional teaching device 
of the mashal saying or maxim,” 1.e., the proverb, which already deter- 
mined the style of the “teaching” in Old Testament and early Jewish wis- 
dom. From long ago the “artfully stylized mashal verse” served “primarily 
the capacity for retention and preservation.””® 

The number of the proverbial sayings of Jesus that have been handed 
down is alone already very astonishing.” Although Mark takes up rela- 
tively little sayings tradition, in his Gospel too the range of the mashal 
extends from short antithetical verses to multimembered sayings. The 
double saying in synthetic parallelism is formed from two antithetical 
statements: 


™ Luke 7.22-23 = Matt 11.5-6; Jeremias 1970, 21 (GV = 1979, 31); see further sec- 
tion 10.5. 

On this, see section 10.7 and note 182 in chapter 17. 

1© Matthew 11.19 speaks of the “works of wisdom,” because he identifies Jesus and 
Wisdom. By contrast, Luke 7.35 can indeed go back to Jesus. 

7 On this, cf. Zeller 2004, 194-95. 

78 Seybold 2003b, 294-95. Cf. already note 35 above. 

™ The fact that Jesus used proverbs and coined such himself was so familiar that in 
Acts 20.35 the Lukan Paul quotes the Greek saying “It is more blessed to give than to 
receive” as a saying of the Lord; cf. 1 Clem. 2.1; Did. 1.5. On the numbers, see note 48 
above. 
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It is not the healthy who need a doctor 
but the sick. 

I have not come to call the righteous 
but sinners. (Mark 2.17) 


The widespread proverbial saying about the doctor with the juxtaposition 
of healthy and sick is doubled in the controversy dialogue with an Nov 
saying. Only the doubling with the I saying turns the doctor saying into 
a typically dominical statement. The sapiential aphorism obtains depth 
through the ‘prophetic’ messenger saying about the task of Jesus.*° 

An antithetical verse is used in connection with a justification, which 
can stand in synthetic or climactic parallelism to it, in Mark 2.27-28. The 
pointed antithesis in v. 27, with chiastic word placement, is very likely an 
authentic saying of Jesus: 


The Sabbath was made for the sake of the human®! 
and not the human for the Sabbath. 


But in the case of the consequence that is drawn from this in Mark, 
Therefore, the Son of Man is Lord also over the Sabbath (Mark 2.28) 


there is controversy over whether it belongs with v. 27 and whether it is 
authentic. However, this saying, as other Son of Man sayings, can indeed 
stem from Jesus. Luke and Matthew communicate only this consequence 
as an important christological statement and forgo the antithetical parallel- 
ism with its creation-theological argumentation, which probably already 
for Luke no longer appeared necessary for the grounding of Jesus’ sover- 
eignty over the Sabbath commandment.” 

Mark 7.15 formulates the annulment of the difference between clean 
and unclean in a fundamental way with two parallel antithetical statements:** 


8° On this, see section 17.2: “The I Sayings of Jesus.” 

8! évéveto must be understood as passivum divinum, which represents a peculiarity of 
the language of Jesus. It refers to the creator. 

8? T uke 6.5; Matt 12.8. Luz 2001, 179-80 (GV = 1985-2002, II: 229) says that none 
of the various explanations for the omission of Mark 2.27 are satisfactory. See, however, 
Doering 1999, 422-23, who argues with good reasons for the possibility of an original 
belonging together of v. 27 and v. 28: as the Sabbath based on God’s creation was made for 
the human (generic), so it also serves now the individual human, i.e., me. On the rabbinic 
parallels, see Bill. I: 623-24; II: 5. On the Son of Man question, see section 17.4.1.1. 

83 Paschen 1970, 177: the rhythm can be determined in the retranslation into Aramaic. 
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Nothing which comes from outside into the human makes him unclean but 
that which comes out of the human is what makes the human unclean. 


Matt 15.11 shortens, smooths out, and weakens this pointed formulation. 
Paul alludes to this saying of the Lord in terms of content (Rom 14.14). 
The concise, antithetically formulated saying “The spirit is willing but the 
flesh is weak” serves as a rationale for the admonition 


Watch and pray in order that you not fall into temptation. (Mark 14.38) 


Two paradoxical antithetic stichoi are joined to a synthetical parallel- 
ism with anaphora and epiphora in Mark 10.43-44: 


For whoever wants to be great among you shall be your servant; 
and whoever wants to be first among you shall be slave of all. 


The opposition calls to mind the saying about eschatological reversal of 
the first and the last** and forms as a rule for the disciples the middle of the 
series of sayings about ruling and serving, which climaxes in the ransom 
saying.® 

In Mark we also find a numerical saying (Zahlenspruch) in an Amen 
saying** with the announcement to Peter: 


Amen I say to you, in this night you will, before the cock crows twice, 
deny me three times. (Mark 14.30) 


The series of sayings in Mark 9.42-50 configures the sharp warning 
against actions that give “offense,” which hinder entrance into the king- 
dom of God, with a fivefold repetition of xaAOv EoTLVy, “it is better,” in 
the form of conditional 6b sayings.®’ The compilation may stem from the 
evangelist, but the three sayings are dominical: at the beginning a say- 
ing with “whoever” stresses the seriousness of judgment (“whoever gives 
offense to one of these small ones who believe, it would be better for him 
if a millstone were hanged around his neck and he be thrown into the 
sea”). This is followed by a three-membered synonymous parallelism: it is 


841 uke 13.30 in antithetical chiasm: xa idov eiow goxatot ot ECOOVTAL TOMTOL xa 
elolv MOMTOL ot Eoovtat Eoxatou; cf. Matt 19.30; 20.16. 

85 On the dominical origin of the series of sayings, cf. Wischmeyer 1999. 

8° On the Amen sayings, see section 17.2 with notes 31-35. 

87 The 16b saying is a subgenre of the proverb in the Old Testament, which is intro- 
duced by t6b (= good/better). Mark retains the Semitism with comparative meaning. The 
parallels sometimes have ovpdéoet. 
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better for one to cut off or rip out hand, foot, and eye as entities that lead 
astray than intact to land in the fire of hell.8* The concluding proverbial-, 
parabolic- and admonition saying—which again uses the form of the con- 
ditional t6b saying, in which waAov is again to be understood compara- 
tively as “better” — warns the disciples against becoming “‘saltless.” They 
are to be salted with a view to the future judgment of fire and to share salt 
among one another (the picture of mutual fellowship is derived from the 
table fellowship) and to keep peace.*? 

We find chiasms, a wordplay with “Son of Man” and “man,” woe say- 
ing, and a following f6b saying sporadically in Jesus’ announcement about 
his betrayer (Mark 14.21), in which Mark (or the tradition available to 
him) imitates the master language of Jesus and which is formulated in 
such a polished manner that Matthew takes it over without improvements: 


The Son of Man goes as it is written about him; 
but woe to that man through whom the Son of Man is betrayed, 
it would have been better for that man if he had not been born.” 


Typical forms of Jesus’ formation of sayings were not first taken up and 
developed by Matthew. Mark and Luke also already proceed in this way. 
Through this the problem arises that it is not always easy to distinguish 
between the “master prophecy” and sayings that were configured by later 
tradents, who still remembered his manner of speaking, for the purpose of 
reporting about him.”! 


88 The parallel in Matt 5.29-30 shows that the concern is with sexual sin. The “foot” 
makes good sense as a euphemism in this context (see Koehler/Baumgartner/Stamm/ 
Ben-Hayyim 2004, 1106 A 4a) and is retained in Matt 18.6-9 following the Markan text. 
Bultmann 1963, 86 (GV = 1995, 90), regards this statement about the foot as a second- 
ary expansion. A comparison of the stylistic devices in Mark and Matthew is offered by 
Petersen 2001, 197-202. He identifies in Mark hyperbole, personification, anaphora, and 
epiphora. 

8° On the metaphor of salt for discipleship, see Deines 2004, 201-17. 

°° Pesch 1984b, 352, refers for the conspicuously numerous Semitisms here and in the 
more immediate context to Black 1967, 58, 105, 117, 128, 302. He regards v. 21, however, 
as “scarcely authentic.” Cf. also Hampel 1990, 248: “Mark has redactionally embellished 
Mark 9.31 in 14.21b with a view to the death of Judas.” Luke shortens and omits the t6b 
saying, whereas Matthew follows Mark. In Matt 18.6-9 Matthew redactionally inserts a 
woe into the Markan series of t6b sayings. 

°! Cf. the optimistic answer of Theissen/Winter 2002, 237 (GV = 1997, 245): “the 
sayings tradition . .. was handed on by Jesus’ followers. . . . There is thus a good chance 
that the sayings of Jesus were transmitted by them in the sense and spirit Jesus himself had 
intended them.” 


416 Jesus and Judaism 


12.3 The Parables of Jesus 


The parables are regarded as the actual center of the proclamation of Jesus,” 
and according to the general consensus of scholarship they have “almost 
without exception . . . a genuine core that goes back to Jesus himself.’’?? 
Terminologically the Synoptics, like Palestinian Judaism, do not make a 
Strict distinction between sayings and parables. Both can be called maoa- 
BoAn.** This broad meaning corresponds to the Hebrew “masal,” Aramaic 


~) 99 


“matal/m‘tal/matla’ ,’ of which we have already spoken, a term that was 
used in the Old Testament for carefully formulated texts of very different 
genres,” ranging from proverb, riddle, and maxim to parable and allegori- 
cal story, indeed to apocalyptic-prophetic eschatological discourse.”° Both 
forms of the proclamation of Jesus merge into one another and cannot be 
strictly separated. The short comparison and the parabolic saying can also 
be classified as “proverbial saying.” However, by compiling collections 


»? Hahn 2002, I: 67ff.: “Even if one does not characterize, as Jiingel tends to do, all the 
speeches of Jesus, according to their nature, as parabolic speech, we can nevertheless prob- 
ably say that the parable speech stands at the center” (69). Theissen/Merz 1998, 316, 347 
(GV = 1997, 285, 317), discuss the parables under the heading “Jesus as Poet,” whereas 
his sayings are dealt with under the heading “Jesus as Teacher.” In both cases he is both! 

°3 Jiilicher 1979, I: 11. Scholarship has followed his judgment almost without excep- 
tion. See now, however, Meier 2016. 

°4 Mark begins and closes his parable chapter programatially with the pointer that 
Jesus taught the crowds many things in parables; Luke and Matthew follow him. On the 
“proverb,” cf. Mark 7.17; Matt 15.15; Luke 4.23; 6.39. For “parable,” instead of m00a- 
BoAn, John uses maQouuta “proverb,” “concealing speech.” Josephus uses maQaBoAn 
only in Ant. 8.44 for the parables and fables of Solomon in connection with 1(3) Kings 5.12 
(LXX); in this text he calls parabolic sayings eixdvec “(speech) images.” Jeremias 1972, 
20 (GV = 1998, 16): The masal designates “figurative forms of speech of every kind.” With 
reference to Gerhardsson 1988, Gerhardsson 1991, 266, has suggested that we should call 
the parables of the Synoptics “narrative meshalim.” 

°° On this, see Koehler/Baumgartner/Stamm/Ben-Hayyim 2004, 611-12. In the Old 
Testament the verb has the meaning “to make a saying, parable, to say a mocking verse” 
and in the niphal “to be equated,” “to be equal”; in the hiphil “to compare with (/°),” hitpael 
“to become equal”; as a noun: “saying,” “proverbial saying,” “wisdom saying,” “taunting 
song.” In the common Semitic background stands the meaning “compare” or “resemble.” 
See also Jastrow 1903, I: 855: “to speak metaphorically,” “to compare, to give an illustra- 
tion,” or “a truth substantiated by an illustration, wise saying; fable, allegory; example; 
mashal”; cf. 862 on Aramaic m‘tal. In Ezek 21.5 [ET = 20.49] the prophet is a m’masSel for 
the people, one who always speaks in “riddle sayings” (LXX: maQgaPoAn éottv). In Mark 
4.11b, 33-34, this one-sided materially inappropriate notion stands in the background. See 
also section 16.1 with notes 43-47. 

°° In 1 En. 1.2-3 for Aramaic ‘mbnn in 4Q201 (Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 
1997/1998, I: 398-99 translate “his oracles”) the Greek translation with magaPoAn is 
attested. 


99 66 99 66. 
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of parables at certain points, the Synoptics show that they recognized and 
distinguished the forms. 

Just as a singular abundance of forms of sayings of Jesus is handed 
down, so the number of parables that are attributed to him is likewise 
extraordinary. Mark conveys only a small selection from the abundance 
(cf. Mark 4.2, 33). If one also reckons to this the parables common to 
Luke and Matthew from the sayings tradition and their respective special 
material, one comes to more than forty.?’ Luke has taken up the most para- 
bles. At the same time, this evangelist is not only the best teller of parables 
but also our most important source for the proclamation of Jesus. 

Like fables in antiquity, parables were probably originally a purely 
oral genre. For what purpose did one tell parables in ancient Palestine? A 
remark by Jerome appears instructive, although it describes the situation 
more than three hundred years after Jesus: 


It is customary in Syria, and even more so in Palestine, to join parables to 
all of one’s words. In this way, by comparisons and examples, hearers can 
grasp what cannot be grasped by simple commands.” 


According to the observation of Jerome, parables, like the mdasal verse, 
support the memory and are used at the end of speeches in order to impress 
once more upon the hearers what was said. Thus, Mark, Luke, and Mat- 
thew already have Jesus conclude his speeches with parables with aston- 
ishing frequency.” The aforementioned synagogue sermon De Jona also 
ends with a parable.'° It is not unlikely that Jesus himself placed parables 
at the end of speeches and disbanded his hearers with a text for reflecting 
on what was heard. In any case, he remained in memory as the one who 
spoke of the kingdom of God in parables.'”' Jerome certainly thinks of 
the rabbinic teachers of his time and their frequent use of parables, which 


°’ The Johannine parables and pictorial speeches have a different character. Jeremias 
1972, 247-48 (GV = 1998, 7 and 242), counts forty-one parables. Klauck 1992, 843, says 
that depending on one’s definition one counts up to one hundred parables. Rose 2003, 450, 
lists forty-three. Jiilicher 1979, I: 28, observes in relation to this point: “Scarcely two books 
in which the same number of parables is obtained.” On the number of “wisdom sayings” 
of Jesus, see note 48 above. 

28 Jerome, Comm. Matt. 18.23 (trans. Scheck 2008, 213; cf. Hurst/Adriaen 1969, 163); 
cf. Reiser 2001b, 145. 

°° Mark 13.34-35 (doorkeeper); Luke 6.47ff. = Matt 7.24-27 (house construction); 
Matt 18.23-25 (unforgiving servant); Matt 25.31-45 (judgment of the world); Luke 19.12- 
27 (entrusted minas); Luke 21.29ff. places the parable of the fig tree (cf. Mark 13.28-29; 
Matt 24.32-33) at the end of the eschatological discourse. 

100 See note 11 above. 

'8! Cf. also Dunn 2003b, 385. 
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have found expression in the rabbinic literature.’ By contrast, parable, 
fable, and example story appear relatively infrequently in the Old Testa- 
ment and in the early Jewish writings. We find them, however, at signifi- 
cant points in the stories of the prophets and the books of the prophets of 
the Old Testament,'™ and they also belong to sapiential instruction.'** Only 
a single parable appears to be preserved from the library in Qumran. It is 
thematically related to Luke 13.6-9, Jesus’ parable of the unfruitful fig 
tree, to the parables of growth, and to the mashal about the good tree and 
the good fruits: 


Understand this, wise ones: if a man has a good tree that towers up to the 
heaven...[...] forthe... of the lands, and it produces juicy fruit . . . 
early and late rains, . . . in heat and in thirst; does not he I[ove] it[...]... 
and he watches it[...]... to enlarge the foliage [. . . .] from its shoot to 
multiply [ ... ] and its branches.'!° 


Unfortunately, the text is fragmentary, and we can no longer reconstruct 
which teaching is to be made accessible to the wise and which form the 
parable as a whole had. In any case, it is directed not to uneducated per- 
sons but to the wise elite. Apparently, teaching in parables was not pleas- 
ing to the Qumran Essenes. They were probably too popular for them. 
They preferred the “clear text.” They interpreted texts from the prophets 


'02 Tn the early rabbinic literature ca. five thousand parables and fables have been 
counted; see the collection of Thoma/Lauer/Ermst 1986-1996. Theissen/Merz 1998, 
317-18 (GV = 1997, 286) point to early Tannaitic attestations and similar themes. Jeremias 
1972, 12 (GV = 1998, 8), reckons with the dependence of the rabbis on Jesus; his parables 
are said to be “something entirely new.” Cf. Dunn 2003b, 698. 

103 Second Samuel 12.1-14 (“Nathan parable”); 14.1-11; 1 Kgs 20.35-40; Isa 5.1-7 
(Song of the Vineyard); 28.23-29 (parable of the work of the farmer); fables: Judg 9.8-15; 
2 Kgs 14.9-10; cf. also Ezek 17.3-10; 19.2-9, 10-14; 21.1-5; 24.3-5. 

104 Cf. the fable of the ants in Prov 6.6-10; more important is Eccl 9.13ff.: “I have also 
seen this example of wisdom under the sun, and it seemed important to me. There was a 
little city with few people in it. A great king came against it and besieged it, building great 
siegeworks against it. Now there was found in it a poor, wise man, and he by his wisdom 
delivered the city. Yet no one remembered that poor man” (NRSV; cf. Kriiger 2000, 313). 
The common topos of the rich and laughing heir (Luke 12.16-21: the rich farmer) is also 
found in Sir 11.(16)18-19: “One becomes rich through diligence and self-denial, and the 
reward allotted to him is this: when he says, ‘I have found rest, and now I shall feast on 
my goods!’ he does not know how long it will be until he leaves them to others and dies” 
(NRSV). 

105 49302 frag. 2 II (trans. Garcia Martinez / Tigchelaar 1997/1998, II: 667). Perhaps it 
belongs to the widespread narratives about fruitful and unfruitful trees; on this, see already 
Ahigar 73 (English translation by J. M. Lindenberger in OTP 2, 506). On the parallel in the 
Syriac Ahiqar, see Kiichler 1979, 392; cf. 357. Cf. Matt 7.16-20 = Luke 6.43-44. 
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and psalms in the pesharim allegorically with reference to the present. 
This, too, fundamentally distinguished them from Jesus and his way of 
teaching. 

Jesus did not invent the parabolic teaching form, but such an abun- 
dance of parables ascribed to a single teacher is very uncommon in the 
early Jewish sphere. In the rabbinic literature they then become a popu- 
lar genre, which primarily illuminates the relationship of God to people, 
especially to Israel. As an established metaphor there is talk of God as 
“king” and of his “slaves,” but the rural occupational world, day laborers, 
and estate owners also serve the comparison and “wages” is, as in the par- 
ables of Jesus, a religious metaphor.'’° Thus, the closest parallels to the 
New Testament parables occur in rabbinic literature, though, in contrast 
to Jesus, this literature often uses the animal fable. Thus, Rabbi Akiba is 
already said to have grounded his Torah obedience, which led him to mar- 
tyrdom, in a fox fable.'°’ 

The Aesopic fable, originally a child of the ancient orient, had long 
been cherished among the Greeks. It is not restricted to animal and plant 
fables; the wise or foolish behavior of human beings is thematized time 
and again. Fable collections and compositions in verse continued to 
remain popular in Greco-Roman times and were compiled anew. We can 
also increasingly discern their influence on early Judaism.'” With his dis- 
paraging remark about the use of small stories and fables in the speech of 
professional rhetoricians, with which only peasants and the simpleminded 
can be impressed, Quintilian gives us an indirect pointer to the simple 
audience of Jesus in Galilee. He really wanted to win over fishermen 
and peasants.'” Quintilian has a higher estimation of the power of dem- 


106 Hezser 1990, 189-90: “Although the Rabbinic parables are literarily attested 
only much later than the parables of Jesus,” a comparison between them and the parables 
of Jesus is indeed appropriate, “for . . . the formal characteristics of the genre ‘parable’ 
remained relatively constant; . . . the same motifs and images are found both in the New 
Testament and in the rabbinic parables of the most different provenance. A comparison of 
the parables with regard to the selection and use of specific metaphors and the associations 
connected with them can clarify the peculiar character of the respective teller of parables 
or his special intention.” 

'°7b, Ber. 61b. 

oad | osephus, Ant. 18.170—178, quotes the fable about the wounded man and the flies in 
the mouth of the emperor Tiberius. He is said to have used this to explain the long time of 
office of his prefects and procurators; see the end of section 3.1.3. Jesus’ comparison 
of Herod Antipas to a fox (Luke 13.32) could point to knowledge of the fox fables, which 
were widespread in antiquity and also attested later in Judaism (cf. the previous note). 

10° Quintilian, nst. 5.11, 19; among others he adduces as an example Menenius Agrip- 
pa’s use of the Aesopean fable of the stomach and the members, to which Paul also alludes 
(1 Cor 12.14-26). The quotation of Aesopean fables was popular in speeches and was 
expected from orators; cf., for example, Dio of Prusa, Orationes 12.7 (Olympic Discourse; 
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onstration of the example story (maQgaPoAn) and of the parabolic saying 
(eix@v), with it being necessary, however, for the speaker to attend strictly 
to the fitting similarity.'”° 

Modern parable scholarship begins with Adolf Jiilicher’s monumen- 
tal work.''! He not only took the field against allegorical interpretation, 
which remained common into his time, stressed the didactic purpose of 
the pictorial narrative and the orientation to a goal as the point of com- 
parison, the fertium comparationis, in the parable, and distinguished, 
probably as the first to do so, between the source domain and the target 
domain, but he also—as cited above —recognized its significance for cap- 
turing the authentic proclamation of Jesus. The one-sided emphases of the 
liberal theologian Jiilicher, who highlighted general ethical and religious 
truths as the content of the parables but could also say that the parables 
are addressed not “to the understanding that draws regular conclusions . . . 
but to the whole person,”'’? have been criticized and corrected by sub- 
sequent scholars. Fiebig had already pointed to the rabbinic parables as 
parallels.''’ The fact that Jiilicher failed to recognize the eschatological 
character of the dominical parables has been so strongly criticized that we 
sometimes fail to mention how much we owe to him. Rudolf Bultmann 
took over from Jiilicher the distinction between similitudes or undevel- 
oped parables (Gleichnisse) and narrative parables (Parabeln) and the 
confidence to penetrate to the core of the Jesus tradition, but regarded 
the criterion for genuineness in the “distinctive eschatological temper.’’'!* 
Joachim Jeremias''!° also stressed “the eschatological import” (19/15) and 
investigated—building on Cadoux and especially on Dodd’s successful 
attempt “to place the parables in the setting of the life of Jesus” (21/17) — 
the rules according to which the parables were reshaped in the primitive 
community. In order to penetrate to the proclamation of Jesus, he pointed, 
also here, to the necessity of retranslation into Aramaic (25/21). However, 
above all: “the parables of Jesus are not . . . literary productions . . . but 
each of them was uttered in an actual situation of the life of Jesus” (21/17). 


on this, see the edition with commentary of Klauck 2000, 48-49; 108, 113, 165, 176); see 
further Orationes 72.13 (edited by Arnim 1962, II: 187-88); Lucian, Hermot. 84 (edited 
and translated by M6llendorf 2000, 136-37). 

0 Quintilian, Inst. 5.11.23—-27. These principles of rhetoric go back to Aristotle. 

"Il Jiilicher 1979; on the history of scholarship, see Klauck 1994; Theissen/Merz 
1998, 318 (GV = 1997, 287). 

'2 Fiilicher 1979, I: 162; quoted by Jiingel 1979, 102, as a “fortunate . . . inconsistency” 
of Jiilicher. 

3 Fiebig 1912; on this, Fiebig 1904; 1929. 

4 Bultmann 1963, 205 (GV = 1995, 222: “die spezifisch eschatologische Stimmung”). 

‘lS Jeremias 1972 (GV = 1998). 
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Therefore, his program is called: “The Return to Jesus from the Primi- 
tive Church” (23/19), in order to present “The Message of the Parables 
of Jesus” (115/115).'!° Eberhard Jiingel protested against such a histo- 
ricizing interpretation of the parables in his dissertation. He viewed the 
parables as a language event: “The basileia comes to expression in the par- 
able as parable.”!!’ For him it is not the comparison but the metaphor 
that underlies the pictorial language of the parables. Therefore, Julicher’s 
distinction between source domain and target domain is just as unnec- 
essary as the search for the tertium comparationis. Hans-Joseph Klauck 
turned to the problem of allegory and allegorization, which had been long 
neglected under the influence of Jiilicher.''* The correction of the exagger- 
ated historical apologetic through the investigation of the realia, on which 
the parables build, is also significant. The social-historical approach has 
proven to be very useful for illuminating the historical connections.!!’ In 
a different way one attempts today to understand the parables not only 
as “autonomous works of art” but through the analysis of their narrative 
intention and their historical context to describe them as parables told by 
Jesus and in their function in the Gospels.'”° 

Ever since Jiilicher the traditional division of the forms, following 
ancient example, distinguishes the parabolic saying from the similitude 
(Gleichnis) and the parable (Parabel). Despite some protests, this general 
distinction has stood the test of time, and there is, in our view, no reason 
to abandon it. 

The concise parabolic saying and the comparison: A simple compari- 
son is Matt 10.16: “Be as wise as serpents and innocent as doves.” The 
parabolic sayings rest on metaphors and are closely related with the prov- 
erb “Where the carrion is, there the vultures will gather” (Matt 24.28). A 


116 Jeremias 1972, foreword: “Only the Son of Man and his word can invest our mes- 
sage with full authority” (GV = Jeremias 1998, preface to the sixth edition: ““Niemand als 
der Menschensohn selbst und Sein Wort kann unserer Verktindigung Vollmacht geben’). 
He attempted to defend apologetically the historical foundations of faith. 

7 Fingel 1979, 118-19, 135-36 (with emphasis in Jiingel; we must take note of the 
parallelism); on Hahn’s objection, cf. note 92 above. Related is the hermeneutical under- 
standing in E. Fuchs and H. Weder. On the continuation of the literary-critical approach in 
R. W. Funk, D. O. Via, and others, cf. Harnisch 1995; Theissen/Merz 1998, 321-22 (GV 
= 1997, 289-90). 

18 Kjauck 1986 [1978]; Jiilicher lacked the “distinction between allegory as text- 
producing, poetic-rhetorical procedure and allegoresis as text-interpretive, exegetical- 
hermeneutical method” (Klauck 1994, 202). 

19 Hengel 1968a; Freyne 2000. 

'2° Cf. the survey of research in Theissen/Merz 1998, 322-23 (GV = 1997, 290-91); 
Erlemann 1999, 57-58. An exemplary consideration of the various aspects is found in 
Avemarie 2002a (= 2013, 453-72). 
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nice double parabolic saying with synonymous parallelism—which Matt 
7.16b, in a rhetorically even more effective manner, puts in the form of a 
question—is Luke 6.44b: 


From thistles one does not pick figs, 
and from a thornbush one does not harvest grapes. 


A series of three parabolic sayings occurs in Mark 2.19, 21-22: bride- 
groom and fasting, a new patch on an old garment, and new wine in old 
wineskins are not compatible. If one translates them into Aramaic, these 
parabolic sayings are joined with one another with alliteration: hdtdn is 
the bridegroom, new is hdda¥. The three t6b sayings in Mark 9.43-48 cited 
above also form a group of parabolic sayings that belong together. 
Similitudes (Gleichnisse) and parables (Parabeln) differ from para- 
bolic sayings (Bildworten) through the extensiveness of the pictorial nar- 
rative. When they aim to present a target domain pictorially through a daily 
event, they are usually recounted in the present. They follow the rules of 
the art of popular storytelling: “brevity,” “law of the scenic duality” (ie., 
usually only two persons or groups are respectively depicted as acting), 
“unilinear narrative,” “repetition,” and “breaking off the narrative after the 
punchline.”'*! Examples of very concise similitudes are, among others, 
the similitudes of the the seed growing secretly and of the mustard seed in 
Mark 4, the similitude of the leaven in Luke and Matthew, and the simili- 
tudes of the treasure in the field and of the pearl in the special material of 
Matthew. They are very close to the parabolic saying and the comparison. 
The event consists in a contrast. The portrayal is concise. The number of 
persons is limited (usually to two actors). The more extensive similitudes 
are narrated more dramatically, which are defined more specifically as 
parables and example stories. For their action, double, triple, or even four- 
fold repetitions are typical, which are then climactically intensified. The 
persons stand in contrast to each other, such as the rich man and the poor 
Lazarus, or form a “constellation of characters” in the form of a “dramatic 
triangle,’’!* such as the portrayal of the father in the parable of the lost son 
in his behavior toward the younger and the older son. The alternation in 
the direct speech likewise forms an intensification. In the Lukan parables 
we also find the interior monologue. The concern is always with fictive 
stories, also in the case of example stories, though these could call to mind 
real people and events, as in the case of the nobleman who journeys to 


'21 Bultmann 1963, 187-92 (GV = 1995, 203-8); Theissen/Merz 1998, 331 (GV = 
1997, 298). 
122 Harnisch 1995, 78-79. 
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a distant land to obtain the rule over his kingdom and brutally avenges 
himself against his enemies after his return (Luke 19.12-27), which could 
cause the hearers to think of Herod’s son Archelaus. 

In order to put special emphasis on the genre, Jesus is often specifi- 
cally presented as a teller of parables by the evangelists: “He told them 
a parable .. .”!*> The introductions are variable, but there are two basic 
forms. The first form is the “nominative beginning,” in which the intro- 
ductory formula is lacking. It is used in the Old Testament, in early Jewish 
parables, and in ancient fables and fairy tales and occurs most often in 
Luke (especially in his parables and example stories).'* In lightly modi- 
fied form it appears as a question in the formula tic €& Uudv; “who of 
you... ?”!*° The dative beginning as the second basic form contains the 
comparison formula, which is known from the rabbinic literature. Here 
the parables begin with: “A parable. Toa...” (= mdSal I°), which repre- 
sents a short form of: “I will tell you a parable. With what can a subject 
matter be compared? It is the case with it as witha . . ”’!°° This comparison 
formula refers to the whole parable. Accordingly, we must not translate 
“The kingdom of God is like a merchant .. .” but rather “It is the case 
with the kingdom of God as with a merchant, who. . . .”!?” Mark 4.30-31 
uses the long form of the dative beginning with a parallelismus membro- 
rum for the introduction of the parable of the mustard seed: 


How shall we compare the kingdom of God? Or in which parable shall we 
grasp it? (It is the case with it) as with... .'78 


Characteristic for the dative beginning is the comparison particle “as,” 
which corresponds to the Aramaic /°. Mark uses this simple beginning with 
wc three times, and Luke uses it six times. Luke uses Omotoc “similar 
to” nine times in various cases, as does Matthew. In addition, they use 
OWOLOW, Which in Mark appears only in 4.30, more frequently. Luke uses 


!23 Cf, Mark 3.23; 4.2 parr.; 12.1; 13.28; beyond this eight times in Matthew and nine 
times in Luke. 
'24 Cf, Mark 4.3 parr.; 12.1 parr.; Luke 7.41: “A money lender had two debtors . . .”; 


Luke 10.30: “A man went from Jerusalem to Jericho .. .”; 12.16: “The land of a rich man 
had a good crop .. .”; 13.6: “a certain one had a fig tree . . .”; 14.16: “A man gave a great 
banquet .. .”; 15.11: “A man had two sons .. .”; 16.1: “A rich man had a manager .. .”; 


16.19: “A man, however, was rich .. .”; 18.2, 10; 19.12; see further Gos. Thom. 9; 63-65. 

'25 Luke 11.5 (petitioning friend); 15.4 (lost sheep); cf. 14.28; 17.7. 

'26 On this, see Jeremias 1972, 100-3 (GV = 1998, 99-102). 

'27 Cf, Jeremias 1972, 100-2 (GV = 1998, 100-1); Theissen/Merz 1998, 330 (GV = 
1997, 297). 

128 Mark 4.30-31: md¢ OUoLBOwLEV THV Bactreiav Tod HEod i) EV Tit AUTIV TAQA- 
Bodh OOpev; we ...; cf. Luke 13.20. Jeremias identifies five forms of the dative beginning. 
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it three times and Matthew seven times. Matthew has standardized his 
usage to the greatest extent, specifying the topic of the kingdom of God in 
the dative beginning fourteen times.'”? With this emphatic connection of 
parable and kingdom of God he is probably correct. Placing a theological 
emphasis, he imitates here, as so often, Jesus’ language. 

That the parables of Jesus do not all have the kingdom of God directly 
as their topic is shown by the parable of the playing children for the behav- 
ior of “this generation” (Luke 7.31-32 = Matt 11.16-17), which rejects 
Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom of God, and by the double parable of 
building a house, which juxtaposes the respective actions of the wise and 
foolish hearers of the teaching of Jesus at the end of the Sermon on the 
Plain and Sermon on the Mount. Indirectly these comparisons and para- 
bles do indeed have something to do with the kingdom of God insofar as 
they thematize its rejection. 

The double sayings have their counterpart in the double parables. The 
parable of the lost son has a double climax and also an elegant ring com- 
position. However, since Luke himself loves ring composition with mir- 
roring correspondences and the contrast between beginning and end, it 
remains uncertain whether Jesus himself recounted in precisely this way. 
Luke uses this stylistic device when he makes special effort in the telling 
of a story.'°° 

At the conclusion of the parable we sometimes find an epimythium, a 
generalizing summary, analogous to the fabula docet. This is a part of the 
genre in the fable, but in the parables of Jesus such conclusions show them- 
selves to be secondary.'*! The abrupt breaking off right after the punchline 
is characteristic of their original form. This can be seen with particular 
clarity, for example, in the parable of the workers in the vineyard. The 
saying “Thus, the last will be first and the first last” (Matt 20.16) takes up 
an element from the preceeding parable (v. 8b) but does not fit the actual 
narrative intention of the dominical parable, in which the concern is with 
the appropriate reaction of the person to God’s free grace. 

The originality of the parables of Jesus has been no less praised 
than that of his sayings. They have—even though we can repeatedly 
recognize for their “stock metaphors” the conventions of ancient Jew- 
ish metaphoricism—a completely distinctive coloring. That it is the case 
with the Baotieta tod Peo as with a tiny mustard seed (Mark 4.30ff. 
parr.) or with the leaven of a woman (Luke 13.20-21 = Matt 13.33) seems 


'29Matthew 13.31, 33, 44, 45, 47; 20.1: Ouoia gotiv h Paotheia TOV OVEAVOY. . . ; 
Matt 13.24; 18.23; 22.2; 25.1: MpoLMON/OMOLWOHOETAL TN BAOtAELG TAV OVEAVOYV. ... 

'80 Cf, Luke 24.13-34; Acts 8.26-40; 9.1-30. 

'51 See the demonstration in Jeremias 1972, 110-13 (GV = 1998, 109-12). 


The Poetic Form of the Proclamation of Jesus 425 


extraordinary; they are bold metaphors. In this way, these contrast para- 
bles already stress the contrast between the inconspicuous beginning and 
the establishment of the kingdom of God with power by the choice of 
images. The fitting choice of metaphors,’ the persuasive and disarming 
clarity of the narrative, and the consonance with the sayings and behavior 
of Jesus are an important argument for the authenticity of the parables. 
Within the Synoptic tradition we can also see how some bold strokes were 
weakened. Thus, Matthew changes the dominical parable of the the seed 
growing secretly (Mark 4.26-29) into the parable of the “tares,” which the 
enemy scatters among the wheat, which fits better in the missionary and 
ecclesiastical situation of his time (Matt 13.24-30). Instead of a nobleman 
(&vOQmMmOs Tic) as in Luke, a king invites people to the “great supper” 
in Matthew (Matt 22.2-14; Luke 14.16-24). The conclusion with the man 
without a wedding garment disturbs the logic of the story, and the impend- 
ing judgment is likewise typical for Matthew. Perhaps he joined two dif- 
ferent parables together here? Finally, the pictorial speeches in the Gospel 
of John continue Jesus’ recounting of parables in a completely distinctive 
way in order to stress their christological revelatory character. 


'32 Cf, Quintilian, Inst. 5.11.26: solent tamen fallere similitudinum species, ideoque 
adhibendum est eis iudicium (“nevertheless, the appearance of a similarity readily 
deceives, and therefore we must proceed critically in this regard’’); see also Aristotle, Poet. 
22 (1459a). 


13 


Jesus’ Proclamation of 
the Kingdom of God' 


13.1 The Presence or Futurity of the Kingdom? 
The False Alternative 


Here we can make recourse to what has already been said.’ After a long 
time of flawed interpretations of the phrase BaotWeta tot Geo — which 
is central for the proclamation of Jesus—we are especially indebted to 
Johannes Weiss and Albert Schweitzer for an interpretation that materi- 
ally advanced our understanding of the subject matter. They broke with 
the idealistic-innerworldly interpretation, which was dominant in the 
last quarter of the nineteenth century, in the school of Albrecht Ritschl 
(1822-1889). It was, however, also advocated by conservatives and medi- 
ating theologians such as the father of J. Weiss, Bernhard Weiss, who 
wanted to view the “kingdom of God on earth” as a highly “religious moral 
entity,” which “in accordance with its nature does not come to be through 
the one-off action of the establishment of the expected kingdom but by a 
gradual development,” i.e., in the history of the church, which is identical 
with the process of the religious education of the human race or of moral 


'J. Weiss 1892; 1900; 1964 (ET = 1971); Kimmel 1961 (GV = 1956); Schweitzer 
1906; 1913 (ET = 2000); Schnackenburg 1965; Jeremias 1970 (GV = 1979); Hengel 1989c, 
91-110 (GV = 1976c, 95-114); Schiirmann 1983; Camponovo 1984; Sanders 1985; Hengel 
1987c; 1999b, 275-79 (on kingdom of God and God’s name in the Lord’s Prayer); Merk- 
lein 1989; Hengel/Schwemer 1991, 1-19; Merkel 1991; Meier 1994, 289-506; Grappe 
2001; Dunn 2003b, 383-487. Cf. now also Allison 2010, 164—203; Schréter 2014, 121-37. 

* See sections 4.5 and 5.2. 

3B. Weiss 1885, 51, on the parables of contrast. On the whole, see section 5.2 with 
note 34. 
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advancement.’ In contrast to this view, J. Weiss and A. Schweitzer rec- 
ognized the apocalyptic-eschatological sense of the phrase—the “mytho- 
logical” sense, so to speak, and that means one that appears foreign to us. 
The starting point was the summary of the proclamation of Jesus in Mark, 
which has already been mentioned on multiple occasions: 


The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God has come near (ot is here). 
Repent and believe the good news!° 


According to the sayings tradition, after their sending out, the disciples—in 
accord with Jesus’ instruction—also proclaimed God’s dawning reign 
in the same way.° 

However, the controversy over the understanding of the phrase Baot- 
Agia, tov OEod in the proclamation of Jesus was not yet decided with this 
insight. Rather, after this it first obtained its real sharpness. 

In his lecture two years after the appearance of the epoch-making 
study of Johannes Weiss and the controversy that it ignited,’ William 
Wrede drew attention to a fundamental problem of Jesus’ proclamation of 
the kingdom of God: 


Jesus never provided instruction about what he understood by the king- 
dom of God. He never said to his disciples that his view of the kingdom 
of God was different than the common view. Everywhere one gets the 
impression that he uses a familiar word in the same sense in which one 
generally understood it.® 


“This break with the new Protestant ideas of progress was strengthened through the 
theological crisis that found expression after the end of World War I in the Dialectical The- 
ology founded by Karl Barth, through which concepts such as “eschatology,” “eschatologi- 
cal” moved to the center in a new understanding related to the present: “If Christianity be 
not altogether thoroughgoing eschatology, there remains in it no relationship whatsoever 
with Christ” (Barth 1953, 314, on Rom 8.24-25; GV = 1922, 298: “Christentum, das nicht 
ganz und gar und restlos Eschatologie, hat mit Christus ganz und gar und restlos nichts zu 
tun’); on this, see Hengel 2002, 312ff. 

> Mark 1.15; cf. Luke 10.9, 11; Matt 3.2 (John the Baptist); 4.17; 10.7; see section 
10.3 and note 11 below. 

® Luke 10.9, 11: iyyyixev (€h’ buds) h Baotreia tod Oeod; cf. Matt 10.7 and in Mat- 
thew even in the mouth of the Baptist in 3.2; see section 9.1.2.2. 

TJ. Weiss 1892; 1900; 1964 (ET = 1971). Bousset’s Jesu Predigt in ihrem Gegensatz zum 
Judentum (Jesus’ Preaching in Its Opposition to Judaism) appeared in this same year (Bous- 
set 1892). At that time, J. Weiss was twenty-nine, W. Bousset twenty-seven, and W. Wrede 
thirty-three years old. To the fathers they must have appeared as “theological revolutionaries.” 

8 Wrede 1907b, 88; see, however, the qualification of the editor A. Wrede (Wrede 
1907c, vii). Cf. Heitmiiller 1913, 142: “Jesus himself nowhere gives an explicit explana- 
tion of the concept, how he uses it. He uses it as an entity that is known to his hearers.” 
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Wrede says this with regard to the discussion initiated by J. Weiss and 
gives this his approval: 


According to this Jewish view, the kingdom is future and entirely future, 
indeed a goal of longing. 


Therefore he consistently infers from this: 


Not the kingdom but the nearness of the kingdom is the content of the 
gospel. One must believe in this gospel in order to properly prepare for 
it. The necessary preparation is called repentance. For with the kingdom 
comes the judgment.’ 


This view established itself with small variants especially through the 
monumental work of Albert Schweitzer and later through Rudolf Bult- 
mann in large portions of scholarship extending to E. P. Sanders. It has, of 
course, also sometimes been energetically opposed,'° and especially today 
there has again been an increase in voices that, in a no less thorough- 
going manner than the “thoroughgoing eschatology” of Albert Schweitzer, 
demand a radical reference to the present in the proclamation of Jesus and 
seek to eliminate every future statement as a later “community formation.” 
Above all, American Q scholarship has this tendency. Both parties can 
appeal in this regard to the thematic summary of the proclamation of Jesus 
according to Mark 1.15: memAHnewtat 0 xaLeds xal Hyyirev  Baotrela 
tov Oeod. For this can be interpreted in two ways. The present form reads: 
“The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is here.” The future pos- 
sibility reads: “. . . and the kingdom of God is (temporally) near.” Perhaps 
this ambivalence of Mark, who formulated this programmatic statement, 
is consciously intended. In 14.42 it occurs again in the last saying of Jesus 
to his disciples: “Rise, let us go. Behold, my betrayer is here (or very 
near). 


” Wrede 1907c, 91, 96. 

'0 On this, see the fundamental monograph of Grappe 2001; see further the survey 
of research in Merkel 1991, 120ff., which includes the important older literature. On E. P. 
Sanders, see Sanders 1985, 123-56: “Jesus expected the kingdom in the near future... . 
Thus we cannot shift the normal expectations of Jewish restoration theology to the periph- 
ery”; 1993, 169-204. 

'l Mark 14.42: Eyetoeo0e Gyapev: Sod 6 maQadiovc pe Hyyuev = Matt 26.46. 
For the present interpretation, cf. Luke 10.9: iyyyuxev ed’ DEAS TN Paotrela tod Beod, 
Luke 21.8, where the false Messiahs say: 6 x0tQ@0c yyylxev, and Luke 11.20 = Matt 12.28: 
EMOaocev Ed’ VUGS H Baotreta Tod Oeot. By contrast, the formula is to be understood in 
a future sense in Matt 3.2; 4.17; 10.7. Paul also uses 7yyytxev in this future sense in Rom 
13.12 ( 6€ HuEQa Hyyixev); cf. James 5.8 and 1 Pet 4.7. Wrede 1907c, 97ff., resolutely 
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In opposition to a view that is also widespread today, the formulation 
the “kingdom of God” is neither conspicuously frequent in the Judaism 
of that time nor exclusively related to the future. By contrast, indepen- 
dent of the abstract noun “kingdom” (malkit/malkiita/Baot\eia), the sub- 
ject matter itself, i.e., God’s universal kingdom or reign, 1s of absolutely 
fundamental significance for the Jewish faith.” It finds expression already 
through the Hebrew designation for God ’‘dondy, ‘Lord,’ which as Q¢ré 
takes the place of the Tetragrammaton, and through the Greek equivalent 
in the Septuagint, xUeLoc. The concern is with the fact that YHWH, the 
God of Israel, shows himself to be without qualification the only Lord and 
King vis-a-vis the world created by him and its history. The two terms are 
interchangeable. The most frequent forms of address to God in prayer in 
Judaism are “Lord of the world” and “King of the world.”'? The concern 
of the kingdom of God basically finds expression most clearly through the 
Sh°ma‘, which is recited twice per day by every pious person. 


Hear O Israel, YHWH is our God, YHWH alone, and you shall love 
YHWH, your God, with all your whole heart, with all your soul and with 
all your strength. 


The kingdom of God becomes present where this confession, together 
with the demand connected with it, becomes an unqualified reality. At the 
Reed Sea after YHWH’s miraculous act of liberation, Israel had acknowl- 
edged its God’s claim to rule: “YHWH reigns as king for ever and ever” 
(Exod 15.18). The YHWH-King Psalms proclaim God’s universal reign 
as king and creator “from the very beginning” and celebrate the dawning 
and presence of his reign in the cult.'* This, his eternal kingdom, is called 


rejects the present interpretation, but must then nevertheless concede, on account of Matt 
12.28 = Luke 11.20, that in Jesus’ victorious battle against Satan “the concern is with the 
presence of the future superworldly kingdom” (99; Wrede’s emphasis). See also note 139 
below. 

'2 On this, see Camponovo 1984; for supplementation and corrections, see Hengel/ 
Schwemer 1991, 1-19, and the individual contributions on Judaism. 

'5Dalman 1965, I: 141 ff., provides attestations for this in diverse variations. On “Lord 
of the World,” ribb6né Sel ‘6lam, see Heinemann 1977, 318 index, s.v. “Kingship of God” 
and ribb6né Sel ‘6lam, etc. Already in the Old Testament God is designated as “king” 
more than forty times (Seybold 1984, 946-50; ET = Seybold/Fabry 1997). The designa- 
tion of the highest God as “Lord” and “King” has its parallels in the Semitic environment. 

'4 On the later future interpretation of the present for the verb yimlok in Exod 15.18 
in Mekhilta Exodus and the consequences for Israel that arise from this, see Ego 1991: 
“God’s victory over the hostile Egyptians grounds his kingship, but it is only in the future 
that this obtains universal character and is acknowledged in the whole world. For the pres- 
ent the kingdom of God is restricted to Israel” (281). It is defined by the “realization of the 
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to mind by a liturgical formula that is known to all Jews in the motherland. 
When in the daily cult in the temple the high priest or his representative 
openly pronounced the Tetragrammaton YHWH in the speaking of the 
Aaronic blessing, the priests and Levites recited: “Praised be the glori- 
ous name of his kingdom for ever and ever.”'> Through this loudly recited 
b‘rakhd, the speaking of the name of God by the high priest was drowned 
out. Thus, it appeared, so to speak, as the embodiment of God’s ruling 
power. The same is acknowledged in the obedience toward the command- 
ments of the Torah, especially the daily recitation, morning and night, of 
the Sh‘ma‘ Yisrd’él, which was framed by prayers. Whoever corresponds 
to it “takes the yoke of the kingdom (of God) upon himself.”’® The cultic 
significance of the term malkiit/melek in the heavenly worship service, 
in which the community of Qumran already participated now, becomes 
clear in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice from cave 4, where both terms 
constantly appear." 

Viewed in this way, the future universal reign of God was a special, 
important aspect—which becomes visible in later biblical prophecy, in 
connection with the return from exile in Mic 4.7, and then above all with 
the Maccabean Revolt, for instance in the book of Daniel—of the funda- 
mental reign of God over his people, the whole creation, and world history. 
Since the violent rule of the godless world powers who were oppressing 
Israel and the disobedience of the people of God made visible the fact that 
the claim of God’s rule was not fully acknowledged, Israel receives the 
promise that God’s kingdom will establish itself without restriction in 
the near future and that the pious will have a share in it. In the later biblical 
prophecy of Zech 14.9 from the third century BCE—“and YHWH will be 
king over the whole earth. On that day YHWH will be the only one and his 
name the only one” —this hope is articulated and at the same time its close 
connection with the first commandment and Deut 6.4-5 becomes apparent. 

This future realization of the kingdom of God, which is still rejected 
in the present, 1s made a topic 1n individual Jewish apocalyptic texts, espe- 
cially in the book of Daniel, for example in chapters 2 and 7, in Qum- 
ran, and in Pss. Sol. 17 and 18, but also in later Jewish texts such as the 


uniqueness of God in the keeping of the commandments and in the rejection of all idolatry” 
(282). On the YHWH-King Psalms, cf. Janowski 1989. 

'S im. Yoma 3.8; 4.1—2; 6.2; cf. m. Ber. 1.2; t. Ta‘an. 1.11 ff.: bariikh Xem k¢béd malkit6é 
le ‘6lam wd‘edd. On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 1991, 2—3, 415 index, and T. Lehnardt 
1991. 

'6 On this, see Bill. I: 172ff., 176-77 (k—m). 

'7 Newsom 1985, see index on p. 424 on mlk/mlkwt, cf. Charlesworth/Newsom 1999. 
On the concept of God, see Schwemer 199 1a, 116ff. 
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Qaddish.'® In the Qumran text 11QMelch it occurs through the heavenly 
redeemer Michael-Melchizedek, in Dan 7 it is realized in connection with 
the coming of that mysterious figure who is like “a (son of) man” on the 
clouds of heaven, who embodies the true people of God and to whom 
God confers his authority. In Dan 12.1ff. it is mediated through the saving 
intervention of the prince of light Michael” and in Pss. Sol. 17 through 
the Davidic Messiah. It would therefore be wrongheaded to want to see a 
fundamental opposition between the kingdom of God and a heavenly or 
earthly redeemer figure who is authorized by God, let alone to deny a close 
connection between kingdom of God and eschatological redeemer. In Pss. 
Sol. 17 the hope in God as the redeemer of Israel”° and in the establishment 
of his enduring kingdom over all nations is addressed,’ and then there is 
prayer for the coming of the Messiah-King from the tribe of David and the 
realization of his kingdom.” At the conclusion, however, God is invoked 
again as “Kyrios” and “our King.’”? Recently texts from Qumran have 
substantially expanded our source basis precisely at this point and thus our 
knowledge about the diverse Jewish eschatological expectations. Here we 
can mention merely the “messianic” text 4Q521 quoted above.”* 

Already in view of this indissoluble connection between God’s eter- 
nally existing and therefore also always present reign and its expected 
future universal establishment, sometimes through his anointed, it is not 
surprising when we also encounter statements about the present and future 
of the kingdom of God in the Synoptic sayings of Jesus—to be sure, in a 
very distinctive form. And we must guard ourselves against dissolving this 
tension that becomes visible here in a one-sided manner by setting aside or 


'8 Cf, also Mic 4.6-8: “And YHWH will be king over them on Mount Zion from now 
until eternity. ... And you... daughter Zion, to you shall come and return the former 
rule, the kingship of daughter Jerusalem”; on this, see Pitre 2005, 141ff. The YHWH-King 
Psalms were also interpreted eschatologically around the turn of the era. On the prayers, 
see A. Lehnardt 2002. 

'9 11QMelch (11Q13); on this, see Zimmermann 1998, 389-412; cf. Dan 12.1ff.; see 
also section 16.1 with note 24. In column II line 16 the confession of the messenger of joy 
in Isa 52.7: “Your God (“dhdayik) has become king (mdlak)” is related to Melchizedek- 
Michael and not to God himself. 

?0 Psalms of Solomon 17.3a: éAmtobpev Emi TOV DEdv OWTHOG NLOV. 

71 Psalms of Solomon 17.3c: } Bactie(a tod Neod Hudv eic TOV aidva émi Ta ~OVY 


EV XOLOEL. 
22 Psalms of Solomon 17.21: I8é xbele, nal AvdotHOOV adTOIc TOV PaoLAga 
AUTAV vidv AauLd ..., 17.32: ... xal Baoctevs AUTM@V YoLOTOS xVELOV. The text that 


has been handed down has yeiotdc xveLOoG, cf. Lam 4.20 LXX. In both cases we are deal- 
ing with an emendatio christiana; cf. Pss. Sol. 18.5-7. On the problem, see also Hengel/ 
Schwemer 1991, 8ff. 

23 Psalms of Solomon 17.46; cf. v. 21. 

4 See section 10.5 with note 68 and Zimmermann 1998, passim. 
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reinterpreting either the future or present statements, depending on one’s 
theological inclination, as “community formations.” 

However, with reference to the already discussed question of the rela- 
tionship between Jesus and the Baptist, perhaps it can, nevertheless, be said 
in advance that in contrast to the Baptist, with Jesus the presence of sal- 
vation comes more strongly to the fore in his activity than the futurity of 
the threatening, impending judgment. This dialectic between the present 
and future of salvation, which emerges in the proclamation of Jesus, also 
determines the whole post-Easter community via Paul to the Johannine 
corpus and Revelation, though the emphasis can be placed differently in 
each case. The starting point is the certainty that in Jesus the Messiah has 
come and the kingdom of God is at work through him. This certainty has 
its beginning in Jesus’—messianic—activity in word and deed. 


13.2 The Kingdom of God That Is in the Process of Realization 


Wilhelm Heitmiiller, the teacher of R. Bultmann, also followed the results 
of Albert Schweitzer in his popular Jesus book, which appeared in 1913. 
God himself will bring about his reign in the near future in a miraculous 
way and bring an end to all anti-God powers. Therefore “the kingdom 
of God” does not, for example, mean “an innerworldly fellowship that is 
realized by human action.” He is therefore skeptical toward those texts 
that speak “‘of the kingdom as a present one.” However, at the end he must, 
nevertheless, concede that 


We may not, over-cautiously, say . . . that the kingdom was thought of 
by Jesus only as future. In a few texts of reliable tradition there crops up, 
though rather suddenly, the notion that it has already begun to realize 
itself in the present.” 


At the end of his parables book, J. Jeremias speaks of the fact that all the 
parables of Jesus are filled with “the certainty of an eschatology that is in 
the process of realization.’” “The hour of fulfillment is here . . . the year of 
God’s favor has dawned.””° These formulations of exegetes who are more 
inclined to emphasize the futurity show that in the controversy here—as 


>> Heitmiiller 1913, 143 (our emphasis); the number of texts is, however, by no means 
“few.” Cf. Merkel 1991, 127; cf. also his quotations from R. Bultmann and E. Kaésemann 
on pp. 129-30. 

6 Jeremias 1998, 227 (ET = 1972, 230), following a suggestion by E. Haenchen. On 
this, see also Dodd 1963, 447 n. 1, on the formulation “which I like, but cannot translate 
into English.” The “year of God’s favor” refers to the quotation of Isa 61.2 in Luke 4.18 in 
Jesus’ inaugural sermon in Nazareth. 
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so often in the interpretation of the New Testament—we are dealing with 
a false alternative. The still controversial question of whether the main 
emphasis in Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom of God lies more on 
the present or on the near future overlooks the fact that depending on the 
intention of the individual sayings and parables and the situation that they 
address, the one or the other aspect can predominate. 

We have already pointed out that Jesus’ activity differs from the Bap- 
tist, whose preaching of the impending dies irae teaches one to fear, in 
the motif of joy: “Can the wedding guests fast while the bridegroom is 
with them?’”’ The parabolic saying has a clear “messianic” undertone. At 
the end of the three parables of the lost sheep, the lost denarius, and the 
lost son we likewise find this great joy, which intensifies to celebration 
with friends, neighbors, and servants.”® It corresponds to the joy upon find- 
ing the treasure in the field and the unique pearl.”? Jesus’ proclamation is 
therefore in Luke a evaryyeAiTeoOat, in Mark (and in weakened form in 
Matthew) evayyéXtov, i.e., glad tidings, comparable to the one anointed 
by the Spirit in Isa 61.1, who is sent by God to the poor and imprisoned 
to bring the good news of liberation.*° For this reason, he calls the poor 
blessed, because the kingdom of God belongs to them.*! Blessed, there- 
fore, are the disciples who hear his message and see his deeds. 


For (amen) I say to you, many prophets and kings wanted to see what you 
see and did not see and to hear what you hear and did not hear.” 


When Jesus, in Luke 11.28, calls blessed those “who hear the word of God 
and keep it,” he refers with this not to the interpretive word of the scribes 
but to his own message, 1.e., the seed that he sows so that it produces 


27 Mark 2.19; cf. Matt 9.15; Luke 5.34 and—in the mouth of the Baptist—John 3.29. 

“8 uke 15.6-7,.9-10, 23-32. 

°° Matthew 13.44-46 (special material). 

3° Isaiah 61.1 LXX: evayyedioac0a atmyoig améotadxév pe is quoted in Luke 
4.18; cf. Luke 7.22 = Matt 11.5 and the beatitudes in Matt 5.2ff. = Luke 6.20ff. On this, see 
Hengel 1999b, 219-92, esp. 243ff. (= 1987c). Luke in particular loves the verb (see section 
10.3 with note 39), behind which stands the Hebrew bissar of the prophetic promises and 
of the Psalms, which the Septuagint translates with evayyeAtCeo8at; in addition to Isa. 
61.1, see also 40.9; 52.7; 60.6; Joel 3.5; Nah 2.1; Ps 40(LXX 39).10; 68 (67).12; 96(95).2. 
Cf. also the delivery of the message of victory to David in 2 Sam 18.19-31. 

31 Luke 6.20: 6tt buetéoa got H Paotreia tov Oeod; cf. Matt 5.3. 

>? Luke 10.24 = Matt 13.17, given special emphasis by Matthew as Amen saying. In 
accord with his theology (13.43, 49; 25.37, 46) he also replaces “kings” with “righteous 
persons.” After all, most Old Testament kings were not distinguished by pious expectation. 
What is meant is models like David, Josiah, and Hezekiah. 
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fruit.*? A decisive sign of the fulfillment of the promises and the liberation 
of the prisoners lies in the fact that God through Jesus pronounces the 
forgiveness of their sins to individual people in concrete situations without 
any sacred ritual** and thus brings back the lost sons and daughters of his 
people into the house of the Father.*° To be sure, whoever rejects the self- 
experienced forgiveness of infinite guilt through one’s own mercilessness 
and irreconcilability will, as the parable of the unforgiving servant shows, 
experience God as a just judge.*° The rejection of the message of the good- 
ness of God that is now becoming manifest in the activity of Jesus likewise 
excludes one from the near future salvation. Thus, judgment appears to be 
a consequence of rejecting God’s turn to human beings, his goodness that 
transcends all human conceptions, which is now already recognizable in 
Jesus’ presence. Jesus’ offensive table fellowship with “tax collectors and 
sinners” in festive meals is an expression of joy over the fact that God has 
received these lost members of his people. At the same time, these meals, 
as well as the narratives of the miraculous feedings, may also be a pointer 
to the spectacular eschatological feast in the consummated kingdom of 
God.*’ 

This picture of the eschatological banquet is probably the most impor- 
tant metaphor of Jesus for the description of the future time of salvation. It 
comes from a world in which for many hunger was a daily guest: 


Blessed (are) the poor, 

for yours is the kingdom of God. 
Blessed those who hunger now, 

for you shall be sated! (Luke 6.20-21) 


The motif also appears in the Isaianic apocalypse as the coronation ban- 
quet for the king YHWH on Zion* and applies to Israel and the nations 
who will assemble there. Already there it had the conquering of death as a 
presupposition.*’ Otherwise, in contrast to apocalyptic literature, Jesus is 


33 On this, see Mark 4.3ff. = Luke 8.5ff. = Matt 13.3ff. 

34 See section 10.5. 

3° Mark 2.10 = Luke 5.24 = Matt 9.6; cf. Luke 7.48; after Easter the forgiveness of sins 
is connected with Jesus’ death; cf. Matt 26.28. His atoning death bestows upon believers 
the certainty of forgiveness, and this means also of fellowship with God. See section 14.4. 

36 Matthew 18.23-35; cf. also 7.1ff. and Luke 6.36-38, 41-42. 

37 Mark 2.15ff. = Luke 5.29ff. = Matt 9.10ff.; cf. Luke 19.5; Luke 7.34 = Matt 11.19. 
A further development is the formula in the parable of the talents in Matt 25.23: etoedOe 
eis THV YAOAV TOD xuEioU Gov. Cf. | Pet 1.8. 

38 Isaiah 24.23; 25.6ff.; cf. 55.1-5. 

>? Isaiah 25.8; cf. 26.19 (on this, see Hengel 2001a, 153ff.); see also Rev 19.7; 21.4; 
1 En. 62.14: the meal “of the righteous and chosen ones” with that “Son of Man”; cf. 45.6; 
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very reserved in relation to all elaborating portrayals of what is to come. 
Like the parables of the sower and harvest in Mark 4 and Mark 13, the 
parable of the great supper connects Jesus’ presence with God’s future.” 
As so often, here too the older Lukan version is the more original. In Mat- 
thew a king*! invites people to a wedding banquet for his son. In Luke it 
is only a nobleman.” The Lukan version thus fits better in the Galilean 
milieu. Matthew’s version is christologically and ecclesiastically reworked 
and very unfittingly inserts a judgment parable about a guest who does not 
possess a “wedding garment” and is therefore “thrown out into the outer- 
most darkness.”*? The time of the activity of Jesus is the time of invitation. 
Since this invitation is rejected by those who were addressed first, the Lord 
of the banquet invites the poor, the disabled, and, finally, the strangers 
from the paths and byways.* The close connection between present table 
fellowship and the future banquet in the consummated kingdom of God 
also occurs in the presentation of Jesus’ Last Supper with his disciples, 
which concludes with a vista of the future: 


Amen, I say to you that I will no longer drink from the fruit of the vine 
until that day on which I drink it anew in the kingdom of God.* 


This means that primitive Christianity and already Jesus himself did indeed 
imagine the future kingdom with earthly, millennialist features. One will 
become sated in it, drink wine, and laugh, indeed dance for joy.*° In a 


2 En. 42.5; 2 Bar. 29.4—8; Bill. IV: 1146-47, 1154-65; cf. Dunn 2003b, 394 n. 64; 425-28; 
Schwemer 2004, 199ff. In Jewish apocalyptic literature the meal does not appear to have 
the central significance that it has in the Synoptics. However, the common meal is also 
understood as an anticipation of the eschatological banquet among the Essenes; see Grappe 
2004; cf. further S. Schreiner 2004, 344, 348, who refers to the relatively early passage in 
m. Abot 4.16, which uses this metaphor. The following saying is attributed to R. Jacob ben 
Kurshai (Tanna of the fourth generation): “The world is like an antechamber of the world 
to come. Prepare yourself in the antechamber so that you can enter into the banquet hall 
(traqlin = triclinium).” 

40 Luke 14.15-24 = Matt 22.1-14; cf. Luke 14.7-14; Mark 14.25 parr.; Rev 3.20; 19.9. 

“1 Matthew 22.2: &vOowsoc Paotrevc. The king is a stock metaphor for God in the 
numerous rabbinic king parables. 

” Luke 14.16: GvOowmdc Tic. V. 21: 6 oixoSeondtN¢. On this, cf. section 12.3. 

‘3 Matthew 22.11-14; cf. also v. 10: The slave who is sent out gathers “bad and good”; 
cf. the parable of the wheat and the tares in Matt 13.24-30. 

“47 uke 14.15-24 = Matt 22.1-14. Here we have two largely differing versions. 

4° Mark 14.25 = Matt 26.29 (with the addition “with you”); cf. Luke 13.28-29 = Matt 
8.11-12. On the Last Supper, see section 17.4.1 with note 163. This eschatological refer- 
ence occurs also in modified form in the Pauline version in 1 Cor 11.26: &yQU ov £A0N. 

“©Luke 6.21: yeddoete, 23: yaonte év éxeivy Husoa xal oxiethoate ...; cf. Luke 
15.25 and Mal 3.20 (LXX). In rabbinic literature God himself can appear as “leader of 
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society in which hunger, hardship, and death were daily experiences, these 
promises had fundamental significance. Even in Paul we sometimes find 
millennialist features, and in the second century the millennialist realism 
of Revelation, as shown by Papias, Justin, Melito, Irenaeus, and Tertullian, 
was predominant in the church.*’ 

The indissoluble connection between Jesus’ activity and the consum- 
mation expected in the near future becomes visible in the contrast parables 
addressed above, in the parables of the sower,** of the the seed growing 
secretly,” of the mustard seed, and of the leaven.°® Like the overwhelm- 
ing majority of the Synoptic parables they metaphorically express one 
specific, fundamental aspect of the kingdom of God. They highlight the 
external, conspicuous opposition between the inconspicuous beginning of 
the kingdom in Jesus’ activity, which was contested and characterized by 
failures, and the suddenly occurring miraculous consummation, and also, 
at the same time, the certainty of the unbroken inner connection between 
Jesus’ work and the fullness that is to be expected.°! 

While the parables of contrast connect present and future, the para- 
bles of the treasure in the field and of the pearl concentrate on the pres- 
ent moment of finding and the overwhelming joy that it triggers, which 
effects the decision of “now or never.’** The farmer who finds the treasure 
and the merchant who finds the pearl could be compared, in their rigor- 
ous decision, to the Buaotat, the “violent ones,” who “seize” —now or 
never—‘“the kingdom of God.” The fact that the kingdom “belongs to 
the children” and that one “must receive it as a child,” trustingly, 


the dance” at the dance in the future world; see Bill. [V: 1154; S. Schreiner 2004, 350-51, 
refers to the summary of rabbinic conceptions of the meal of the righteous in Otiot de Rabbi 
Akiba: the righteous will, among other things, recline at table in paradise and God himself 
will dance at the meal. 

ne Hengel 2002, 355, 364-65. It remained so in the west—in contrast to the Platoniz- 
ing east—until the fourth century CE. See note 111 below. The intellectuals opposed the all 
too realistic expectations with the pointer that “not as this world is the coming world .. .” 
(b. Ber. 17a); on this, see S. Schreiner 2004, 347, 368, 371. 

“8 Mark 4.3-9 = Luke 8.5-8 = Matt 13.3-9; cf. Gos. Thom. 9. 

Mark 4.26-29. 

°° Mark 4.30-32 = Luke 13.18-19 = Matt 13.31-32; Luke 13.20-21 = Matt 13.33; cf. 
Gos. Thom. 96. Matthew 13.24-30, the parable of the wheat and the tares, is an ecclesio- 
logical development of an older parable by Matthew; see the end of section 12.3. 

>! Mark 4.32; cf. Luke 13.19 = Matt 13.32; cf. Ezek 17.23; 31.6; Dan 4.10-12, 18-20 
(LXX and Theodotion). 

>? Matthew 13.44-46; cf. as counterexample Mark 10.21. On this, see Jeremias 1972, 
200-2 (GV = 1998, 199-200): “The key-words are .. . Am0 Tis YaOGGS (Vv. 44),” Le., that 
“great joy, Surpassing all measure.” 

3 Matthew 11.12; see section 10.8 with note 105. 
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enthusiastically, and without any reckoning, in order to “enter” is also said 
with a view to the present hearers.** 

Thus, to his simple Galilean audience, predominantly of farmers, fish- 
ermen, and artisans, Jesus portrays in the accessible form of the masal, of 
the parabolic saying, and of the parable, using examples that came from 
their lifeworld, the eschatological realization of the kingdom of God, 
which is already symbolically prepared for in his activity in word and 
deed, indeed which really “occurs,” and which points at the same time 
to its miraculous consummation in the near future. Although Jesus, too, 
lived of course in the mythical and apocalyptic world of the Jewish Gali- 
lean rural population with their belief in miracles, angels and demons, 
their dualism, and their bizarre notions of the future, in him all impatient 
reckoning, all detailed apocalyptic fantasy and esoteric curiosity, recede, 
indeed, he directly rejects these.*° The concern is solely with the unmer- 
ited “visitation,” with the restitution of his people, indeed of all humans, 
through God’s fatherly love, which forgives guilt and bestows new life that 
conforms to God, because only “the good tree can produce good fruits.” 

The specification of the kingdom of God as the “epiphany” of the 
goodness of the Father which calls all Israel becomes visible in the peculiar 
fact that despite the frequent phrase the “kingdom of God,” Jesus, against 
the common Jewish custom, hardly ever speaks of God as Lord and King*’ 
but addresses him in a familiar way as ’abba’, “(dear) Father,” and autho- 
rizes his disciples to pray to God with this address. Thus, Mark has him 
begin his prayer in Gethsemane with the address “Abba, Father, all things 
are possible for you, let this cup pass me by . . .”°* This familiar designa- 
tion of God became so important to the earliest post-Easter community and 
its first messengers from the circle of the “Hellenists” that they brought 
the familiar Aramaic prayer address ’abba’, which was uncommon in the 
Judaism of the time, as a cry of the “freedom of the sons of God” even 
into the Gentile Christian, Greek-speaking mission communities.’ In the 
community in Rome, which Paul had not founded, he presupposes the use 


> Mark 10.14-15 = Luke 18.16-17 = Matt 19.14 and 18.3; cf. Gos. Thom. 22. 

>° Luke 17.20-21; 19.11; cf. Mark 13.5 parr.; 13.28-32 parr. 

*° Luke 6.43-44 = Matt 7.16ff.; cf. Mark 11.13, 20-21; Luke 13.6ff. Here we strike upon 
a metaphoricism that later gains fundamental significance for Paul, cf. Rom 6.21-22; Gal 5.22. 

°” Matthew 5.35: Jerusalem as the mOAtc .... TOU pe yAAOV Paotréwc falls completely 
out of the framework of the linguistic usage of the Gospels. We can ask here whether this 
is not typical Matthean diction; cf. the parables in 18.23ff. and 22.1ff.; see K. W. Miller 
1991, 27. See also the expanded version of the Lord’s Prayer in Matt 6.9 and note 60 below. 
On Luke 10.21 = Matt 11.25-26, see note 61 below. 

°8 Mark 14.36: ABBa, 6 mathe; Luke 22.42 has the vocative miteQ; Matt 26.39 has 
mate wou. Cf. Luke 10.21-22 par. 

>? Romans 8.15ff.; Gal 4.5-6. See Hengel 2004a; see chapter 15 with note 26. 
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of this address of God as just as much of a given as in his own communi- 
ties, for example in Galatia. The whole of primitive Christian theology 
could basically be summarized with this formula. It is one of the many 
pointers to the continuity between Jesus, the primitive church, and the 
Gentile Christian mission communities and may also be connected, among 
other things, with the use of the Lord’s Prayer in all the communities. The 
prayer that Jesus taught his disciples began in its original Lukan form with 
the mere vocative 16t€Q, i.e., in the language of Jesus with “Abba.” The 
Matthean version “Our Father in Heaven” adjusts itself to the familiar 
Jewish prayer language, which we encounter since the beginning of the 
second century CE in rabbinic texts.© The present and future of salvation 
are most closely connected in this prayer. The only exception, where the 
designation “Lord” also appears, is Jesus’ cry of joy: 


I praise you Father, Lord of heaven and earth, because you have hidden 
these things from the wise and intelligent but have revealed them to the 
simple ones. Yes, Father, for such was your good pleasure.” 


Jesus’ invitation into the kingdom of God is heard by the simple, unedu- 
cated people, for God shows himself to be their Father in opening their 
ears, in contrast to the hardening of the influential religious and political 
representatives of the people. This applied already to Jesus’ activity in 
Galilee and points already there to an emerging crisis. Behind it stands 
the idea of God’s free election, which was already significant in Qumran 
and later played a central role in Paul and John. 


13.3 God’s Reign and God’s Commandment 


Jesus’ “ethical” preaching also stands entirely under the banner of the 
“kingdom of God that is in the process of realization” and is only compre- 
hensible from this perspective. One should not speak of an “ethic of Jesus” 
as an independent entity that can be separated from his overall message. 


© Luke 11.2; Matt 6.9 adjusts to the widespread prayer address ’abinii/’abikham 
Sebas-SGmayim, which is more distant. On the Matthean-rabbinic formula, see Heinemann 
1977, 150, 190, and Bill. I: 393ff. The request of a disciple in Luke 11.1—“‘Teach us to 
pray as John taught his disciples” —could indicate that Jesus formulated this prayer in 
distinction from the Baptist prayers. See fundamentally Jeremias 1966a, 1-67; cf. also 
Philonenko 2002 and Hengel 2004a. 

6! Luke 10.21 = Matt 11.25-26, which are almost identical in wording. The cry of 
prayer can easily be translated back into Hebrew or Aramaic; see Jeremias 1970, 24 (GV = 
1979, 33). On the form of this prayer of thanks, see also section 12.2 with note 70. 

°° Cf. Mark 2.17; Matt 22. 1ff. = Luke 14.16ff.; see also John 7.48-49. 
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The Lord’s Prayer® already demonstrates that the first petition, i.e., the 
hallowing of the name of God (and according to the expanded version 
of Matthew also the third petition for the realization of the will of God) is 
indissolubly connected with the coming of the kingdom. Where this occurs 
through God’s miracle, and this means where Jesus’ message is heard and 
finds believing obedience, it can for the persons affected already become 
present. In this twofold (or threefold) petition God himself is the acting per- 
son. Only he can reveal his holiness“ and cause his kingdom to come. Only 
he can bring it about that his holy will really come about. The first petition 
of the Lord’s Prayer involves a passivum divinum, which refers, on the one 
hand, to the final establishment of the kingdom of God, but at the same 
time already applies to the present. The second petition for the “coming of 
the kingdom” is therefore also not to be understood exclusively in a future 
sense. God, as Father, wants already here and now to be confessed and loved 
as the one, and he proclaims this through Jesus’ words and deeds. Mark 
12.28ff. correspondingly connects the text of the Shema‘ Yisrda’él, the con- 
fession to the one LORD and God,® with the double love command of love 
of God and love of neighbor, which stands over all other commandments.” 

Since God as creator and preserver of the world shows his goodness 
without preconditions in relation to all humans, “lets his sun rise over evil 
and good and lets it rain over righteous and unrighteous,’’’’ in the realiza- 
tion of his reign he calls those who let themselves be invited by Jesus also 
to radical renunciation of violence and love of enemies: “Become merci- 
ful as your father is merciful.”® They are to behave toward their fellow 
humans, including their enemies, as God does to his creatures, including 


°° On this, see Jeremias 1970, 198 (GV = 1979, 192); Philonenko 2002, 44ff., 51ff. 
Cf. now Frey 2016. 

64 Procksch/Kuhn 1964, 111 (GV = 1933, 113): “The logical subject of sanctifying 
is God alone and not man” (Procksch’s emphasis added from the German version), with 
reference to Ezek 20.41; 38.16. Cf. Ezek 36.22-28: God will hallow his name, lead back 
the exiles, purify his people, give to it a new heart and his Spirit, so that they can keep his 
commandments and live in the land. On this, see Meier 1994, 296—97; Pitre 2005, 140ff. 

6 Mark 12.29: = “dondy ’ahdd. See Deut 6.4 and on this, cf. the introduction of Exod 
20.2; Deut 5.6. 

6° Cf. Mark 12.28-32 and the independent tradition of Luke 10.25-28 with the inter- 
pretation in Matt 22.34-40 and its rabbinic-sounding formulation, according to which 
Matthew regards the double commandment as the summary of the whole Scripture. 
Since Matthew can no longer concede that a scribe is praised by Jesus, he takes over from 
Luke 10.25-28 the vopixdc, who tests Jesus (metodTwv avtov, Matt 22.35). See further 
the Golden Rule in Luke 6.31 and its interpretation in Matt 7.12. 

°7 Matthew 5.45, cf. Luke 6.35. 

87 uke 6.36; on the meaning of the word, see section 14.2 with note 25. Cf. also Matt 
5.48, which replaces the Lukan otxtiguwv with téXeLoc, which Matthew also inserts into 
the narrative of the “rich young man” in 19.21. 
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sinners, whom he seeks out and wants to lead to repentance, i.e., to accep- 
tance of the forgiveness of their guilt and to a new life. 

The Torah is measured and interpreted with reference to this basic 
demand, which is grounded by the behavior of the Father. Jesus was, as 
a Galilean Jew, certainly not an ostentatious breaker of the law. Nev- 
ertheless, where specific demands of the Torah given to Israel on Sinai 
and conventions of the casuistic teaching tradition grounded by it stood 
in Opposition to the love commandment or the call of the kingdom of 
God, they had to recede. This resulted in the conflicts, as is shown by 
the narratives about healings on the Sabbath” and the controversy dia- 
logue triggered by the disciples plucking heads of grain.” Jesus’ appeal 
in this context to David, who ate the bread of the presence consecrated to 
YHWH," which only the consecrated priests in the temple were permitted 
to eat, is an indirect pointer to his messianic authority. We must view in 
this context not only the controversy over the boundaries of the Sabbath 
commandment,” which were probably not infrequent, but also Jesus’ call 
to individual persons to follow him and to leave their families, indeed 
for the kingdom of God’s sake to disregard the piety that belongs to the 
fourth commandment,” i.e., actions through which he consciously pro- 
voked his hearers. Something similar applies to his distance vis-a-vis the 
purity commandments. Thus, he can express the principle “Nothing which 
enters from outside into the human can make him unclean but what comes 
out of the person, this is what makes the human unclean,’ for it reveals 
the content of his heart. “For out of the abundance of the heart the mouth 
speaks.’ It is no accident that the whole problem of the ritual laws largely 
recedes in the Gospel tradition. It appears in the Gospel of John, though 
here for entirely different, christological reasons.” Circumcision plays no 
role at all,’’ and the question of purity, which was so fundamental for the 


6° Mark 3.1-6 = Luke 6.6-11 = Matt 12.9-14; Luke 13.14-17; 14.1-6; John 5.9-16; 
9.14-17. 

19 Mark 2.23-28 = Luke 6.1-5 and Matt 12.1-8 with the additional reference to the 
priests in the temple and the quotation of Hos 6.6; cf. also 1 Sam 15.22. 

7! First Samuel 21.2-7. 

” No pressing community problems are addressed any longer in the Gospels here. 
Rather, the whole epistolary literature shows that in the predominantly Gentile Christian 
communities the hallowing of the Sabbath was no longer a pressing problem. The hallow- 
ing of the Sabbath and discussions about it point back to Jesus’ behavior in the motherland. 

73 See the end of section 11.5. 

™4 Mark 7.15 = Matt 15.11, cf. Luke 10.8. On the form, see section 12.2 with note 83. 

™ Luke 6.45; Matt 12.34b, cf. 35-37. 

76 John 2.6; 3.25; 4.9; 13.8-10; 15.3; 18.28; 19.31. 

™ Tt appears only in connection with the circumcision of Jesus in Luke 2.21-22 and 
as an argumentation aid in John 7.22-23. This is conspicuous since it is a major point of 
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Judaism of the time, plays only a relatively small role.’* With a view to the 
nearness of God, which changes everything, the whole sphere of the ritual 
law, which—as 4QMMT, the letter of the Teacher of Righteousness to 
the Wicked Priest, now shows—shaped and divided the Jewish religious 
parties,” became secondary. This ritual disinterest also forbids one from 
constructing an overly close connection between the messianic prophet 
Jesus from Galilee and Essenes in Judaea, who had a priestly character and 
a strict orientation to ritual purity.®° 

God’s arrival will reestablish the original, good order of creation, 
which was destroyed by the fall of the first human couple. Whoever ear- 
nestly seeks the kingdom of God stands no longer under the curse and the 
slavery of worry.*' The sapiential form of argumentation in the artful com- 
position of sayings about not worrying with the reference to the (unclean) 
ravens,” whom God feeds in a wonderful way, and the lilies in the field, 
whom God clothes in an extremely opulent way, must not prevent us from 
seeing that with the rigorous rejection of all worrying Jesus contradicts 
the material provision and life wisdom called for by traditional wisdom.*? 
God himself, as creator and preserver, cares for his creatures. No sparrow, 
which is of such little value that one sells five for two assés, is forgotten by 
God. Indeed, all the hairs on a human’s head are counted.*4 

For the sake of the reestablishment of God’s creation, stipulations of 
the Torah can also be called into question. Thus, the sending away of a 
man’s wife through a letter of divorce is a concession of Moses to the 
““‘hard-heartedness” of Israel. What remains decisive for God’s good order 


controversy in Acts and in the letters of Paul. The Gospel tradition of the Synoptics is 
presumably older for the most part than the controversies described in Acts 10; 11.1-18; 
15 and Gal 2. 

78 Jesus does not show concern about becoming ritually unclean through the contact 
with the woman with a flow of blood; see Mark 5.25-34. He does, however, command the 
leper, whom he likewise touches (1.41) despite his uncleanness, to show himself to the 
priest (1.44) and perform the ritual of purification with a bird offering, which is required 
according to Lev 14.2ff. See, however, the priority of reconciliation with the personal 
opponent over the bringing of an offering in Matt 5.23-24. 

™ Cf. Qimron/Strugnell 1994. See the end of section 4.2 with note 90. 

8° See Hengel 2003b (ET = Hengel 2012d). 

8! Luke 12.22-31 = Matt 6.25-33, cf. Gen 3.17-19. 

8? Luke 12.24: tovcs x00QxXac is more original than the version in Matt 6.26, which 
has ta metetva Tob OvVEavVOd. Jesus speaks concretely of birds and flowers. On the 
uncleanness of the raven, see Lev 11.15 = Deut 14.14. See, however, also Ps 147.9 and 
Job 38.41: God’s care for the ravens. On the form of the didactic composition, see section 
12.2 with note 67. 

83 The precautionary ants: Prov 6.6-11; cf. 30.25. 

®* Luke 12.6-7 = Matt 10.29-31; cf. Matt 5.36. 
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is: “From the beginning of the creation God made them male and female.’’® 
“Therefore a man will leave his father and mother and cleave to his wife, 
and the two will become one flesh.”** Thus, the conclusion can only be: 
‘What therefore God has joined together, let no human separate.”’®’ 

It is probably not necessary to stress explicitly that these “instructions 
for true life” in light of the presence of the goodness of the Father in his 
creation do not represent a temporally restricted “interim ethic” until the 
real dawning of the kingdom of God as Albert Schweitzer postulated® but 
rather express the one true and original will of God from the beginning, 
which with his coming will finally obtain unrestricted validity in accord 
with the sh‘ma’ (Deut 6.4-5) or the first commandment. The “ought” (Sol- 
len) must become a new “is” (Sein) in a renewed creation.” 


13.4 The Parables of the Kingdom of God” 


Basically, the whole proclamation of Jesus, 1.e., including his parabolic 
speech, is ultimately oriented to the kingdom of God, even in places 
where the phrase does not appear expressis verbis. However, in Mark,”! in 
the sayings tradition,” and above all in the Matthean special material,”* we 
find parables that begin multiple times with similar introductory formu- 
las” that directly refer to the Baothgia tot Beob. The Hebrew or Aramaic 
basic form has the meaning “with the kingdom of God the case is as with a 


8° Mark 10.2-12 = Matt 19.3-9; Gen 1.27; 5.2 LXX. 

86 Genesis 2.24 LXX; in both cases, as also otherwise, Mark quotes the Septuagint, 
i.e., the biblical text that was familiar to the Roman community. 

87 Mark 10.9 = Matt 19.6; cf. Luke 16.18 = Matt 5.32-33; 1 Cor 7.10ff. In addition, 
contrary to the commandments of the Torah, Mark 10.12 speaks also of a wife giving her 
“husband the sack” (Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 193) and marrying another. This presup- 
poses Roman legal circumstances and not Jewish-Palestinian ones. Matthew omits this 
sentence. Luke 16.18 corrects it. Cf., however, | Cor 7.10. Matthew 19.9 and 5.32 allow 
divorce in the case of “the infidelity of the wife” (toQ@veta); see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 
1389. Jesus’ rigorous prohibition was no longer able to be carried out in practice. 

ee See, for example, Schweitzer 2000, 485 (GV = 1913, 640); Schweitzer 1998, 420, 
592: “An interim ethic that comes alongside the law, which . . . in the judgment warrants 
entrance into the kingdom.” 

8° On this, see chapter 14: “The Will of God” and 14.1: “Hearing, Doing, and Being.” 

°° On the forms of the parables, see section 12.3. 

°! Mark 4.26, 30-31. Dative beginning in 4.30-31 with preceding question. On this, 
see section 12.3 with notes 126-29. 

»? Matthew 13.33 = Luke 13.20-21. 

°3 Matthew 13.24, 44-45, 47; 20.1. Matthew sometimes shows a tendency to imitate 
linguistic forms of Jesus. It is conspicuous that Matthew usually has the dative beginning 
and no example of the nominative beginning. In Luke the opposite is rather the case. 

4 The basic form is Ouoia éottv f Bactreia tod Oeod we... . See section 12.3 with 
notes 128-29. 
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person who sowed a field...” or“... with leaven, which...” or“... with 
a treasure, which... .””? This means that the kingdom of God is compared 
as a whole with a lively event, a real occurrence, and not only with a per- 
son or an object. 

As already stated, here, depending on the content, the futurity or the 
presence of the kingdom can be more strongly emphasized. Thus, for 
example, the futurity is evident in the parable of the net and the parable of 
the tares in the Matthean special material. The coming judgment brings the 
great separation.”° While both correspond in a special way to the theology 
of the evangelist and are edited by him, in a preform they could very well 
go back to Jesus.”’ 

We have already referred to the “contrast parables” of the sower, of 
the seed growing secretly, of the mustard seed, and of the leaven.?* Both the 
present and the future aspect of the kingdom of God become visible in 
them. They are dominated by the contrast between the inconspicuous, 
even hopeless beginning in the present of the activity of Jesus, in which 
God’s reign is already reality in the scattered seed, and the miraculous 
abundance of the near completion. The activity of Jesus and the full dawn- 
ing of the kingdom correspond as beginning and end, sowing and har- 
vest. In the contrast, the continuity also becomes visible. In the parable of 
the seed growing secretly Jesus shows that the kingdom is not dependent 
on human, for example zealot, activity: “By itself the earth brings forth 
fruit.”°? The malkiit comes after the sowing without help from the farmer, 
like the harvest when the grain is ripe, solely through God’s miracle. 

To be sure, some parables of the kingdom of God also stress the spon- 
taneous effect of the preaching of Jesus that is related wholly to the present 
moment, such as the narrative of the treasure in the field and the parable 
of the pearl. The plowman sees the treasure discovered by him already 
now and the merchant sees the pearl as a reality right before his eyes; it is 
no future delusion. Therefore, without delay they must now decide to risk 
all their possessions. Both do so without hesitation; overcome by joy over 


°° Matthew 13.24, 33, 44. On the form, see section 12.3. 

°° Matthew 13.47-50, 36-43. 

°’ The parable of the tares in the field could be a development of the parable of the 
the seed growing secretly in Mark 4.26-29; see note 50 above. Luke and Matthew do not 
take over this undoubtedly authentic parable because it is, in comparison with other seed 
parables, too simple and therefore appears to be superfluous. The parables in the Matthean 
special material deal relatively often with the motif of judgment and evince a stronger 
redactional shaping in multiple cases, e.g., Matt 18.23-35; 25.1-13, 31-46; see also the 
comparison of Matt 22.1-14 with Luke 14.16-24 and Matt 25.14-30 with Luke 19.12-27. 

°8 See section 13.2 with notes 48-51. 

°° Mark 4.28: abtondaty } yi) xaomodooet. 
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what they have found, they cannot act otherwise.'°° Rational consideration 
is not excluded here. It occurs in the parable of the unjust steward, who 
unexpectedly must give an account and provides for himself in a shrewd 
manner,'°' and in the double parable of the building of a tower and the 
approaching enemy,'” which warn, with a view to Jesus’ call to disciple- 
ship, against the self-overestimation that leads to the wrong decision. 

This means that everything is now at stake. Now Jesus’ call is issued 
as an invitation. Now the kingdom of God seeks to be gained. What is in 
view is the cemdCe of the Buaotat in Matt 11.12. Seized by the message 
of Jesus, one must act on it quickly, resolutely, and with all due consider- 
ation. “Whoever seeks to preserve his life will lose it, but whoever loses 
it for my sake will gain it.”!°* For “whoever puts the hand to the plow and 
looks back is not fit for the kingdom of God.”’!™ 


13.5 The Futurity of the Kingdom 


We encounter the futurity of the kingdom, as has previously been pointed 
out, in the second petition of the Lord’s Prayer, Luke 11.2 = Matt 6.10: 
ehOETHW 1 Baotreta Cov. The disciples can ask for this “coming in 
power’! only from God. Unlike the Zealots or individual rabbinic teach- 
ers later, they do not think that they can influence this coming through 
their own activity or perfect obedience, for example in the case of the Sab- 
bath commandment, let alone that they can “force” the end itself to come 
or hasten it.'°° To be sure, this coming is not only restricted to the ultimate 
coming “in power.” The malkit can also come to the individual, when he, 
called by Jesus, follows him and places himself in the service of the dawn- 
ing kingdom of God. This means that there is also a direct connection to 
the present here. 


100 See section 13.2 with notes 52-53. 

101 uke 16.1-8 (special material). 

102T uke 14.28-32 (special material). 

'3Matt 10.39; 16.25; Luke 17.33. 

1047 uke 9.62 (special material). 

105 Mark 9.1: .. . €m¢ wow tiv Paotre(av tod Oeod eAnAvOviav év Suvauet. 
Luke omits this decisive €0ye00at év Suvduet. In Luke Jesus addresses not only the dis- 
ciples but “all” (9.23) and relates the kingdom of God to the time of the church after Easter; 
on this, see Schiirmann 1984, 550ff. Matthew 16.28 speaks, by contrast, of the coming of 
the Son of Man “in his kingdom”; cf. v. 27 and 25.31. 

ae Hengel 1989c, 122ff. (GV = 1976c, 127ff.). Individual rabbis warned against want- 
ing to “force” the end that was firmly fixed by God through violent revolt against the world 
power “as in the days of (Eleazar ben) Dinai” (see section 3.1.5 with notes 306 and 315) or 
of “ben Kosiba.” All who attempted this came to grief (Hengel 1989c, 124; GV = 1976c, 
129). 
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Every apocalyptic reckoning in advance is also impossible: “The 
kingdom comes not with (calculable) observation of external signs”;!° 
not even the Son knows the hour, “but only the Father.’!°* Above all, the 
metaphor beloved in the parables of the joyful banquet in the kingdom of 
God looks in the first instance into the future. At the end of the Last Supper 
Jesus speaks directly to his disciples about this and refers them here to an 
event that lies on the other side of his approaching death.’ 

Rather than being restricted only to the followers of Jesus and Israel, 
this meal is a universal occasion: “And they will come from east and west, 
from north and south and recline at the table in the kingdom of God.”!!° 
This picture, in connection, for example, with the reference to the drinking 
of wine, shows at the same time that God’s kingdom is a reality and not 
a spiritualistic home of souls. Jesus assumes—like his Pharisaic contem- 
poraries and in contrast to the Sadducees—the resurrection of the body. 
That the founding of families and procreation cease follows from the fact 
that the consequences of humanity’s fall through sin are overcome. Death 
has finally lost its power. The original fellowship with God is reestab- 
lished. The realistic eschatology of early Christianity with its millennialist 
characteristics basically goes back to Jesus.'"! 

This reference to the future also finds expression in the formula “to 
enter into the kingdom of God,” which is sometimes exchangeable with 
“to enter into (eternal) life” or “to inherit life.”'!? In the Greek-speaking 
mission communities the speech form of “eternal life” gradually displaced 
that of the kingdom of God. While Paul can also still speak in a formu- 
laic manner of the fact that grave sinners “cannot inherit the kingdom of 
God,”'? talk of “eternal life” is now much more predominant. This is even 


'07T uke 17.20: ob% . . . yet MAQATNONOEWS. For details about such signs, see the 
Lives of the Prophets, which ascribe such “predictions” to a great number of Old Testament 
prophets, with these sometimes being similar to the series of prodigies in the Sibylline Ora- 
cles and Josephus as well as in Luke. Prieur 1996, 255-56, by contrast, regards the rejec- 
tion of “observations of possible signs” as the false solution, claiming that the concern is 
only with the “rejection of the opinion that ‘the coming . . . of the kingdom of God must... 
be recognizable by clearly discernible phenomena” (with reference to Baltz 1994, 35; GV 
= 1982, 82). In our opinion, this is imagined in a much too modern-abstract manner. 

'8 Mark 13.32 = Matt 24.36; cf. Acts 1.6-7. 

109 Mark 14.25; on this, cf. note 45 above. 

Luke 13.29; cf. Matt 8.11. 

'!! Mark 12.18-25; cf. Gen 2.17, 25; 3.6-7 and 3.19-24. The founding of families took 
place only after the fall in Gen 4.1ff. and leads to fratricide. On the eschatological realism, 
see also Rev 19.2; 22.2 and note 47 above. 

'!? Cf. Mark 9.43-47 = Matt 18.8-9; Mark 10.17 = Luke 18.18 = Matt 19.16, cf. 
Luke 10.25. 

'13 First Corinthians 6.9-10; Gal 5.21: grave sinners; | Cor 15.50: flesh and blood. 
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more the case for the Fourth Evangelist.''* Thus, the future kingdom of 
God appears in the Synoptics and with Jesus himself!’ as the renewed, 
salvific creation of God and the fellowship with him, into which one is 
received or, alternatively, must remain outside of. Here too we can see a 
continuity in substance between the preaching of Jesus, the proclamation 
of the primitive community, and the faith of the predominantly Gentile 
Christian mission communities.''® The older Lukan form of the beatitudes 
at the beginning of the Sermon on the Plain, Luke 6.20ff., understands 
it as a present and future gift of salvation: “Blessed (you), the poor, for 
to you belongs the kingdom of God,” i.e., already now. By contrast, the 
future character is clearly emphasized in the tension between present 
and future in the two beatitudes that follow: “Blessed, those who now 
hunger, for you will become sated; blessed, those who now mourn, for you 
will laugh.”’''’ Through the clear promise “the kingdom of God is yours,” 
it is, for believers, as God’s gift, already now present and certain. Jesus’ 
promise creates unbreakable certainty of salvation. The expanded eight 
(or nine) macarisms of Matthew have a similar structure that encompasses 
present and future.''® 

The dawning corresponds to apocalyptic expectation. Together with 
the kingdom the Son of Man becomes manifest as judge and bringer of 
salvation.''? He comes unexpectedly and suddenly like lightning, as the 
flood in the days of Noah, as the fire over Sodom and Gomorrah.'”? One 
can neither escape nor safeguard oneself against this event: when it comes 


"4 Th John the Baoteta appears only two times (3.3, 5; cf. also the kingdom of 
Christ in 18.36), whereas Cw appears thirty-six times and thirteen times in the Johannine 
Epistles. Paul has the Baoteta of God or of Christ only eight times, whereas Cw appears 
twenty-six times in the genuine letters. 

‘lS Mark 9.47: eioeOetv eic tiv Baote(av tod Oeod, cf. 10.23-25 = Luke 18.24-25 
= Matt 19.23-24; cf. also Matt 5.20; 7.21; 18.3; see further Matt 25.34: xAnoovounoate 
tiv ... BaotAeiav or “inheriting” the kingdom of God, Mark 10.17, cf. 9.43, 45. 

"6 Luke 13.28. Matthew 8.11-12 places this saying in the story of the centurion of 
Capernaum and makes this a paradigm for the Gentile mission and against the old Israel: 
“The sons of the BaotAeia will be cast out into the outer darkness.” 

N77 uke 6.20: 6tt butetéoa gotiv H Paotreia Tod Oeod. It does not say Sota. Mar- 
cion generalizes. He removes in this way the character as address and the eschatological 
tension, turns the Duetéoa into an AVTM@V, and omits the two occurrences of viv in v. 21: 
see Harnack 1960, *191—92 (no equivalent in Harnack 1990). 

‘18 Matthew 5.3-11. Here v. 11 is a detailed explanation of the eighth beatitude in 
v. 10. The first and eighth correspond through the categorical promise: 6TL GUTM@V EOTLV 
H Paotieia TOV OVEAVMV. Vv. 4-9 have, after the macarism of the present form of exis- 
tence, the promise in the future. 

119 Mark 8.38; 9.1; 13.26-27 parr. 

0 Luke 17.24ff. 
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it is ubiquitous.'*! By contrast, the present that precedes it, in which with 


Jesus’ activity the Baoweia is not recognized and is at work in a hidden 
way, appears as the time of the offering of salvation, of the invitation to 
faith and discipleship and yet also of testing, of crisis, and of separating out. 

Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom is new especially in two points: 

First, it is new in the speech form of the “coming of the kingdom of 
God” or of “entering into the kingdom of God” or “inheriting” it, which 
does not have any real parallels in Judaism. We can see here the cre- 
ative power of Jesus’ language, which we also encounter in the parables. 
The apocalyptic Judaism of the time and especially the later rabbis usu- 
ally speaks in this connection of the “coming age” in contrast to “this 
age”’!”_a formula that turns up only occasionally in the Gospels.'?? Con- 
versely, the phrase “kingdom of God” appears expressis verbis relatively 
rarely in the Jewish-apocalyptic texts. This means that Jesus can speak of 
the Baowveta as of a clearly defined entity, of a “sphere of rule” or king- 
dom, into which one can go or come, in which one can have a share, and 
yet also which, as in the Lord’s Prayer, is to come to us and is now already 
effectual. 

Secondly, it is new with respect to the people to whom access to the 
kingdom is promised. It applies above all to the poor and religious déclas- 
sés, extending to the “dregs of society,’ demoniacs, lepers, sick persons, 
flagrant sinners, tax collectors, and prostitutes. This is why Jesus is also 
defamed as “friend of tax collectors and sinners.”’'”* The strict First Gospel 
underlines this after the parable of the two sons. In contrast to the religious 
leaders in Jerusalem, the tax collectors and prostitutes will enter the king- 
dom of God,'” for they believed the message of the Baptist. 

With his message of the “kingdom” Jesus turns in the first instance 
to the rural population of Galilee, the ‘am hd-’dres, who were regarded 
as religiously uneducated. According to the opinion of the Pharisees in 
John 7.49, “this crowd, who does not know the law, is accursed.’’!”° For 


217 uke 17.34ff. On this, see Hengel 2002, 399-410. 

122 4 aidv 6 soyOuevos or 6 LéAAWV: ‘d6lam hab-ba’; the counterpart is 6 aidv 
ovtoc: ‘6lam haz-zeh. 

123 Mark 10.30 = Luke 18.30; Luke 16.8 (special material); 20.34 (addition of Luke); 
Matt 12.32. It is also lacking in Paul. He speaks only—usually in a disparaging way—of 
“this age” (Rom 12.2; 1 Cor 1.20; 2.6-8 and elsewhere). 

1247 uke 7.34 = Matt 11.19; cf. Mark 2.16 parr. 

125 Matthew 21.31: moocyovow byds eis THV Paotheiav tot Oeod. Cf. Luke 7.29-30. 

'26 This statement is preceded in John 7.40ff. by a division among the crowd with 
different opinions about Jesus. The Pharisees react to this with the verdict (7.48): “Has 
any of the leaders of the people or of the Pharisees believed in him?” 6 6yA0¢ OUTOS O LN) 
YWMOOXWV TOV VOLOV étceaTtot eiotv. With this polemical formulation (like Matthew) 
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Jesus the crowd is “like sheep who do not have a shepherd.”!”’ In addition, 
Matthew emphasizes twice that Jesus has been sent only “to the lost sheep 
of the house of Israel.’’!?® Jesus has this ‘am hd-’dres in mind in the Beati- 
tudes and with his reference to the simple ones in the prayer of thanks in 
Luke 10.21. The related saying “whoever does not receive the kingdom of 
God as a child will not enter it” must also be understood from this stand- 
point.'” It is children who may be certain of the BaotAeia. Therefore, one 
should not turn them away but bring them to him so that he may touch 
them as a blessing.!*° 

“Entering into the kingdom of God” and, what is identical to it, acquit- 
tal in the judgment are tied to one’s stance toward Jesus and his message, 
to meeting it with trust and not taking offense at it. “I say to you, whoever 
confesses me before humans, the Son of Man will also confess him before 
the angels of God.”'*' Accordingly, Jesus’ answer to the Baptist applies in 
general: “Blessed is the one who does not take offense at me.”!*” 


13.6 Kingdom of God and Jesus’ Messianic Authority 


That this coming of God, his kingdom, occurs already as signs in the activ- 
ity of Jesus and leads all apocalyptic reckonings ad absurdum is shown 
by Jesus’ answer to the Pharisees’ question of when this kingdom will 
(finally) come: 


The kingdom of God comes not with observation (of signs), also one will 
not say: “it is there” or “it is here” but it is in the midst of you.'*? 


This much-discussed saying can best be explained in a sensible way 
through the reference to Jesus himself. In his person it is present already 
now in the midst of the questioners (and it is only that they do not see it).'** 


John probably already presupposes here the stance of the Pharisees, who obtained spiritual 
rule in Judaea after 70 CE. 

'27 Mark 6.34 = Matt 9.36. 

'°8 Matthew 15.24; cf. Matt 10.6. 

129 Mark 10.15 = Luke 18.17. Matthew 18.3 is a further development: “If you do not 
repent and become as children, you will not enter the kingdom of heaven.” 

'8° Mark 10.13-16; Luke 18.15-16; cf. Matt 19.13-14. On this, see Heckel 2002, 
53-59. 

fl Take 12:8 and, in dependence on him and with theological corrections, Matt 10.32 
(see note 176 in chapter 17); cf. also Mark 8.38 = Luke 9.26. 

'*? Luke 7.23 = Matt 11.6. See section 12.2 with note 74. 

'33 Luke 17.20-21. 

347 uke 17.21: idov yao h Paoctrela tot Oeod évtdc Hav gottv. The future inter- 
pretation “it will suddenly be in your midst,” which has been popular since Wrede, can 
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The accusation against the hearers who can predict the weather on the 
basis of observation goes in a similar direction: 


Hypocrites, you know how to judge the appearance of earth and heaven. 
Why can you not judge this (present) time?! 


Jesus’ activity here and now is the decisive xa.LQ0c. It must be recognized. 
All observing and calculating speculations about the future, which were 
widespread at the time of Jesus in Jewish Palestine on the basis of the 
enigmatic temporal specifications of the Daniel apocalypse, are pointless. 
Everything depends on understanding that the salvation promised by God 
can be heard and seen in his words and deeds now. The presence of salva- 
tion is expressed most impressively in the well-known polemical saying 
of Jesus addressed against the Pharisaic accusation of being in league with 
the devil. This is a key text for understanding the activity of Jesus: 


But if I cast out the demons by Beelzebul, by what do your pupils cast 
them out? Therefore, they will be your judges! If, however, I cast out the 


hardly be obtained from the text. There are three possible translations of €vt6cg UUOv, 
a phrase that is attested only here in the New Testament. The first option—“‘it is in your 
inside” —corresponds to the normal Greek usage. It is attested already in Gos. Thom. 3 
and 113 and in the Gospel of Mary, then very frequently in the church fathers, where it 
primarily justifies the spiritual, not millennialist, view of the kingdom of God, and is still 
familiar today through Luther’s translation “inwendig in euch” (inside in you), 1.e., in your 
hearts. However, it fits with neither the proclamation of Jesus nor with Luke. The second 
possibility —“‘it is in your sphere, it stands at your disposal” —has been chosen since Tertul- 
lian, Marc. 4.35, until recent commentaries, but appears less likely as an answer of Jesus 
to the Pharisees in Luke. The third interpretive possibility—that in the activity of Jesus in 
word and deed it is present “among you” —corresponds to Luke 11.20 par. and the answer 
of Jesus to the question of the Baptist (Luke 7.22 = Matt 11.5). It appears to be linguisti- 
cally unusual but not impossible, for Aquila reproduces Exod 17.7; 34.9 “in our midst” 
with évtdc NUwdv, while the Septuagint writes €v nyiv and Symmachus év péo@; cf. also 
Aquila in Exod 34.9, which has €vtdc Nuov for “in our midst.” Euthymius Zigabenus (PG 
129, Sp. 1045, 1048) mentions this interpretation. Wolff and Bengel favored it and it was 
supported by de Wette and others in the nineteenth century. Today the majority of exegetes 
support this solution. See Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 544; Wolter 2016/2017, II: 302-4. See 
in detail Meier 1994, 423-30, 477-83, and 483 n. 144 for a plausible reconstruction of the 
saying of Jesus and its retranslation into Aramaic. The peculiar €vtOc Uuwv probably goes 
back to a pre-Lukan translation of the Aramaic saying of Jesus. Cf. further Schwemer 2009. 

135 Luke 12.56: tov xaLodv 5é tovTOV. The parallel in Matt 16.2-3, from dwiac to 
TO OE ONLELA TOV HALOMV OV SUVAOOE (Staxoivetv), is lacking in the oldest manuscripts 
(cf. also Gos. Thom. 91). It is probably dependent on Luke, but expresses the christologi- 
cal interpretation even more clearly and must have already entered into the Matthean text 
at an early point. 
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demons by the finger of God,'*° then the kingdom of God has come to 
you.!37 


“The finger of God” is an expression of the omnipotence of God present 
in the actions of Jesus,'** which as signs of the now dawning kingdom 
prepare an end for the tyranny of the anti-God powers that enslave human 
beings. E. P. Sanders regards as original only the first part of the answer 
of Jesus with the counterquestion of how in that case their own exor- 
cists cast out demons. This, however, would be a banality. The actual 
punchline is in the second saying, which Sanders wishes to delete in order 
to save his hypothesis that Jesus had a purely future expectation. But 
such an exclusively future kingdom of God hope would contradict the 
statements of the Synoptic sources and rob the proclamation of Jesus of 
its conspicuous distinctiveness, which in this point tends rather to run 
counter to apocalyptic eschatology and is continued in primitive Christi- 
anity through the tension between the presence of salvation and the con- 
summation of salvation.'*? The healings and exorcisms of Jesus, through 
which the demonic powers that torment and disgrace humans as God’s 
creation are conquered,'”° are visible manifestations of the kingdom of 
God that is already being “realized” now. The immediately following dra- 
matic saying about the “stronger one” who conquers the “strong one” and 
robs him of his booty calls to mind the announcement of the “stronger 
one” by the Baptist,'*' illuminates our saying of Jesus, and shows that it 
has “messianic” character.'” 

The closest material parallel is Jesus’ answer to the Baptist, which 
we have already mentioned at several points. He does not simply answer 
it affirmatively, but his actions, to which he points, 1.e., the miracles of 
healing and his proclamation of the good news to the poor, which are 


'36T uke 11.20: év daxtbAw Oeov. Matthew 12.28 interprets theologically: év mvev- 
watt Oeov. The conspicuous formulation of Luke is surely more original. 

1377 uke 11.19-20 = Matt 12.27-28: ... doa épOacev éh’ buds H Baotreta tov Oeod. 

'38 The metaphor comes from Exod 8.15. The Egyptian magicians must concede the 
superiority of the punitive miracle performed by Moses. These lead, however, to further 
hardening. 

139 Sanders 1985, 137-41 and 417 index; and against this view Merkel 1991, 123-24, 
127-28, 137, 142-44. Cf. Luke 10.9: tyyyinev ed’ Huds Y Paotieia tot OEod; see notes 
5-6 above. On this, see Hengel 1997a (= 2007b, 644-63); Van der Horst 1997. See also the 
judgment of Wrede in note 11 above. 

‘4° Cf. also Luke 10.17-20. 

‘4! Mark 1.7 = Luke 3.16 = Matt 3.11. 

' Luke 11.21-22; cf. Matt 12.29 = Mark 3.27; Gos. Thom. 35. 
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perceptible to all,'*° speak for themselves. He really is “the coming one.” 
Jesus’ exhortation to the disciples of the Baptist—“go and proclaim to 
John what you have seen and heard”’— points to the concrete perception 
of facts. The conclusion, which we have already quoted multiple times, 
“Blessed is the one who does not take offense at me,” applies also to the 
accusation of being in league with the devil. The two texts, which are quite 
different in content, mutually interpret each other. 

Here, two further questions arise: first, the question of Jesus’ “deeds 
of power” and their relation to his eschatological activity, and, second, 
the question of the authority of the eschatological activity of Jesus—one 
could also say of his messianic claim. 

At the same time, it must be conceded that Jesus’ preaching of the 
kingdom of God, in form and content, as well as his behavior largely 
lie outside the framework of what is recounted to us about other Jew- 
ish teachers, miracle workers, and prophets in his time and after him. As 
a Galilean “teacher and miracle worker” he is entirely sui generis and 
cannot be placed in fixed, preexisting history-of-religions schemata. This 
applies with regard to the contemporary picture of prophets and teachers 
as well as for the expectation of a political and messianic liberator. 


'3 Luke 7.22: nogev0évtes aayyeihate Todvwy & eidete xa xovoaTe; see sec- 
tion 10.5. On “seeing and hearing,” cf. Luke 10.23 = Matt 13.16; see, by contrast, John 
20,29. 


14 


The Will of God' 


According to the longer, expanded Matthean version of the Lord’s Prayer, 
the second petition about the coming of the kingdom in 6.10 is followed 
by a third: “Your will be done on earth as it is in heaven.” Here we are 
dealing with an interpretation, which fittingly supplements the first peti- 
tion for the hallowing of the name of God and the second petition. Where 
God reveals his holiness and where therefore the kingdom can dawn, his 
will is also done. The nearness, indeed, the arrival of the kingdom also 
reveals the true will of God in order to realize it now also on the earth.* As 
we have already said previously,* the holy will of God, which is to estab- 
lish itself in the whole creation—1.e., Jesus’ ethics in the usual problematic 
terminology —is determined without qualification by the one fundamental 
theme of his proclamation, the kingdom of God. 


14.1 Hearing, Doing, and Being 


Since the Enlightenment, many have wanted to understand Jesus as one who 
brings a new, truly humane moral philosophy. Continuing an early Chris- 
tian understanding, which is attested for example in the early fathers and 


' Jeremias 1970, 203ff. (GV = 1979, 197ff.); Schrage 1988, 13-115 (GV = 1982, 
21-119); Hengel 1978 (= 2007b, 352-74); Hengel 1981c; Hengel 1982b (= 2007b, 
375-90); Strecker 1984; Hengel 1987c (= 1999b, 219-92); Wenham 1995; Deines 2004. 

> Matthew 6.10: yevnOftw tO OANA CoV we év OVEAV xal Emi yc. The con- 
nection to the prayer of Jesus in Gethsemane in Mark 14.36, which begins with “Abba” 
and ends with ov tl é€y@ O€AM GAAG tt Ov, in which Mark, in our view, presupposes the 
Matthean addition to the third petition, is conspicuous. On this point, cf. now Frey 2016. 

3 Cf. 1 Macc 3.60 and Hengel 1999b, 278ff. 

“See section 13.3. 
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especially in Justin, he appears as new lawgiver? and perfect model at the 
same time. According to the so-called Kantian motto “only the good will 
is really good,” Luke 17.21 () Baotkgia tod Bod EvtOs VUMV EOTLV) 
has been interpreted in connection with Luther’s translation “the kingdom 
of God is inside of you” with reference to the inner ethical attitude of the 
human being.° The absoluteness of the concrete demands of Jesus is thereby 
reshaped and defused as a “Gesinnungsethik’ (ethic of attitude or intention). 
In reality, however, this saying is concerned with the presence of the king- 
dom of God in the person of Jesus. Since Jesus’ demand—for example in 
the Sermon on the Mount— was thought to be in reality unfulfillable, it was 
believed that what mattered was not so much the actual deed as the right atti- 
tude. This is sharply contradicted by Jesus’ demand for action. Thus, in Luke 
at the end of the Sermon on the Plain: ““Why do you call me Lord, Lord, and 
do not do what I say to you?””’ This is followed by the concluding parable:* 


Everyone who comes to me and hears my words and does them is like 
a person building a house who digs deep and lays the foundation on the 
rock . . . but the one who hears and does not do them is like a person 
who build a house on soil without a foundation. . . . 


In response to the macarism on the mother of Jesus, Jesus answers with 
a correction: “Blessed rather (are) those who hear and keep the word of 
God.” The “word of God” is his message about the inbreaking kingdom 
and the concomitant interpretation of the divine will.’ To this corresponds 
the rejection of the mother and siblings of Jesus and the reference to the 
circle of his hearers: “Behold, my mother and my brothers. For whoever 
does the will of God is my brother, sister, mother.”!” 


> On Christ as “new lawgiver,” see Justin, Dial. 12.2; 14.3; 18.3; cf. Origen, Cels. 
2.1—7. On the “new law” of Christ, see Barn 2.6; Justin, Dial. 11.4; 12.3; 122.5; Tertullian, 
Praescr. 13.4; Marc. 4.1.4: per novam legem evangelii. 

° See section 13.6 with note 134. 

7 Luke 6.46. Corresponding to the situation of the church at his time, Matthew then 
further elaborates the saying in 7.21-23; cf. already Mal 1.6: “If I am the Lord, where is 
the fear of me?” On the unfulfillability of the demands of the “gospel,” see already the 
verdict of the Jewish discussion partner Trypho in Justin, Dial. 10.2: undéva SUvacOat 
mvaAdgear avta. 

8 Luke 6.47ff.; cf. Matt 7.24ff. Here, with the opposition between rock and sand, Mat- 
thew could have preserved the more original version; see Jeremias 1972, 194 n. 4 (GV = 
1998, 193 n. 4). 

Luke 11.27-28 (special material); see section 13.2 with note 33. 

10 Mark 3.34-35 = Matt 12.49-50. Luke 8.21 simplifies: “My mother and brothers 
are those who hear and do the word of God.” Jesus’ word is clearly identified here with 
God’s word. 
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On the other hand, Jesus knows that if the eye as “the light of the 
body .. . [is] clear,” the “whole body [is] full of light,” whereas the “evil 
eye” darkens the whole body."! In the same way, he can say: 


For no good tree produces bad fruit and no bad tree produces good fruit, 
for every tree is known by its own fruit; after all, one does not gather figs 
from thistles nor does one harvest figs from a thornbush. (Luke 6.43-44) 


This theme of producing fruit is already sounded by the Baptist, but it 
also connects Jesus with Paul, for whom the indicative of the salvation- 
creating being in Christ is the presupposition for the imperative.'* Being 
grounds doing: 


The good person brings forth from the good treasure of the heart good, 
the evil person from the evil (of his heart) evil, for from the abundance 
of his heart the mouth overflows.” 


Accordingly, in clear distance from the food prohibitions of the ritual law, 
what defiles the human being is not unclean food “but that which comes 
out of the human being.”'* In Mark, Jesus, at the request of the disciples, 
interprets this saying, which is understandable in itself:'° “For from the 
interior of the human heart come evil thoughts, sexual immorality, theft, 
murder. .. .” The evangelist has a long vice catalogue follow, as we also 
find them in Paul. Here, we are reminded of statements of the apostle 
about the works of the flesh and the fruit of the Spirit in Gal 5.19-23. The 
general judgment that pertains to the listening disciples also sounds almost 
Pauline: 


If you, who are evil (tovyneot), know how to give good gifts to your chil- 
dren, how much more will the Father from heaven give the Holy Spirit to 
those who ask him? (Luke 11.13; cf. Matt 7.11) 


TV uke 11.34-36; cf. Matt 6.22-23. On the underlying physiological conception that 
the “light rays go out from the eye,” see Bovon 2013, 147-48 (GV = 1996, 210). On the 
interpretation of this difficult text, see Bovon 2013, 144-51 (GV = 1996, 206-16). 

2 Luke 6.43-44 = Matt 7.16ff. On the Baptist, see section 9.1.2.2 with notes 36-38. 
Matthew connects this saying with the warning against false prophets. Cf. Rom 6.22; Gal 
9.22; Phil 1,11, 

'S Luke 6.45. 

4 Mark 7.15: ta &% tod GvOQMnoV éxmOQEVdUEVE EOTLV TH KOLVODVTG TOV 
ovOowsnov; cf. Matt 15.11, which in a materially appropriate manner adds €% Tod otOLG- 
toc. See also section 13.3 with note 74. 

'S Mark 7.17 = Matt 15.15: tiv magaPoAi tavtnyv. In Matthew Peter asks him to 
explain the parable. 
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When the apostle speaks of the “law of Christ” in Gal 6.2, he might pick 
up on Jesus’ proclamation of obedient doing, upon which his paraenesis is 
dependent in much.’° 


14.2 The Double Love Command!’ 


In contrast to the ethical understanding that is common among us, for 
Jesus the norm of action is based not on autonomous, rational insight that 
is grounded in an exclusively rationalistic way but on God’s will and com- 
mandment, as it was given to Israel in Torah and Prophets. This does not 
exclude rational insight, but such insight stands under rather than over 
God’s will. 


He has told you, O mortal, what is good; and what does the Lord require 
of you but to do justice, and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with 
your God? (Mic 6.8, NRSV) 


The “ethical” demand of Jesus or, better, the commandment that corre- 
sponds to God’s claim to rule is grounded “heteronomously,” or, more 
precisely, theocratically. In this he shows himself to be a Jewish teacher. 
Fundamental for him is also the double love command, which can, after 
all, be traced back to the Torah. The exhortation to love God is found in 
Deut 6.4-5 as the beginning of the Jewish confession of faith in the one 
God of Israel, the Sh’ma‘ Yisra’él (“Hear Israel .. .”), the fundamental 
significance of which we have already pointed out multiple times: 


You shall love YHWH,' your God, from your whole heart, from your 
whole soul, and from your whole power.” 


This commandment is basically a deepening interpretation of the first 
commandment of Exod 20.2-3 (Deut 5.6-7): “I am YHWH, your God, 
who brought you out of Egypt, the house of slavery. You shall have no 
other gods besides me!” 


'© Cf. also 1 Cor 9.21: ui) OV Gvopos Deod GAN Evvopiog XoEvotov. On Paul and the 
commandments of Jesus, especially the love commandment, see Wenham 1995, 215-41, 
255-71. 

'7 Nissen 1974: Schrage 1988, 68ff. (1982, 69ff.); Theissen 1989a, 160ff. 

'8 This reads in the Q*ré ’“dondy, LXX xbeuog = the Lord. 

'? The command for total devotion to God and love for him appears multiple times in 
the Deuteronomic tradition; cf. also Deut 10.12-22; 11.1, 13-14, 22; 13.4; 19.9; cf. also the 
concluding sentence of Solomon’s prayer on the occasion of the consecration of the temple 
in 1 Kgs 8.61. 
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The command to love one’s neighbor occurs in Lev 19.18: 


You shall not take vengeance nor bear a grudge against the sons of your 

people, but you shall love your neighbor as yourself. I am YHWH.’° 
It clearly emerges from the antithetical parallelism that “nearest”! initially 
meant only the fellow member of the people of Israel. In Lev 19.34, how- 
ever, love of the foreigner is also demanded,” i.e., at the time of Jesus, 
for the “proselyte,” the Gentile convert to Judaism.*? The fact that Jesus 
breaks open this restriction in a universal way is shown by his interpreta- 
tion of the love command in the Sermon on the Plain in Luke, which Mat- 
thew has brought into the sixth antithesis: 


Love your enemies, 

do good to those who hate you, 
bless those who curse you, 

pray for those who mistreat you.”4 


The grounding indicative for this resides in God’s own behavior: “Be mer- 
ciful as your Father is also merciful to you” (Luke 6.36). In Aramaic the 
verb hem means in the first instance “love.”*° Accordingly, it could also be 
translated “You shall love (your neighbor) as your Father loves (you)!” In 
accord with his theology, Matthew turns “be merciful” into “be perfect.””6 
It thus becomes comprehensible that Jesus was already able to summarize 
the commandments of love of God and love of neighbor in a double com- 
mandment and designate this as the decisive commandment. Mark has the 
scribe ask: “Which is the first commandment of all?” Jesus answers with 
Deut 6.4-5, has Lev 19.18 follow as “second,” and adds: “There is no other 


?° Cf. already Lev 19.15-17. 

*! Hebrew: rea‘, LXX: mAnotov. 

? Hebrew ger, LXX: mooonvtoc. On this, see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 1431, and 
the explanation in Philo, Spec. 1.51. 

3 On the problem, see Nissen 1974. 

** Luke 6.27-28; cf. Matt 5.44. 

>> Jastrow 1903, II: 1467, in the peal and pael: “1) to love (Heb. 298)” with Dy “to 
have compassion on, pity” is only a secondary meaning; see also Sokoloff 2002, 521: 
to like, love, have mercy. 

6 Luke 6.36: Tiveo0e oixtionoves xa0M> xol 6 ratio budv oixtioLMv Eotiv; 
Matt 5.48: “Eoeo0e ovv bueic TéAELOL MC 6 TATI|O DUV 6 OVEdVLOS TéAELOS EOTLV. On 
the specific Matthean use of téAetoc, see also the rich young man in 19.21. See also section 
13.3 with note 68. 
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commandment greater than these,””’ i.e., the whole Torah is concentrated 


on this double commandment of love and must be measured by it. To the 
TOMTH EVTOAN Matthew adds a weyaAn, which corresponds to the rab- 
binic manner of expression. The same applies to his concluding sentence: 
“on these two commandments hang the whole law and prophets.””* In this 
way the widespread view of the equal value of all 613 commandments 
and prohibitions of the Torah is annulled; at the same time the discussions 
of Jesus with the Pharisaic scribes about the Sabbath halakah, the purity 
regulations, and divorce can be explained on this basis. Love, ’ah*bah, 
for God and the neighbor, a word that the Septuagint already consistently 
translates with @ydsn,” has priority over everything else. 

This one central double commandment is grounded in God’s behavior. 
Because the creator loves, upholds, and saves his creatures, human beings, 
with complete devotion, he can also demand selfless, devoted, and saving 
love from them. In practicing such love one only passes on to one’s fellow 
human what one has received. Such a theocentric grounding of the impera- 
tive through the indicative of the free, electing love of God is encountered 
to some extent already within the Old Testament in the Deuteronomistic 
theology and in Jeremiah,” and it runs through the whole of primitive 
Christianity via Paul through to John, for example in John 13.34: “A new 
commandment I give to you that you love one another as I have loved 
you.” In James, Lev 19.18, as the “royal law” (James 2.8), is identical with 
the “perfect law of freedom” (James 1.25). The later rabbinic interpretation 


?7 Mark 12.28-31; in the Lukan parallel from the special material in 10.25ff. Jesus is 
tested by a “scholar of the law” (vo~wx6c) with the question “What must I do to inherit 
eternal life?’ Matt 22.34 ff. follows the Markan version, but takes over the negative presen- 
tation of the vouwxdc as tester of Jesus from Luke. In contrast to Mark, for him a Pharisaic 
scribe can no longer be evaluated positively. He therefore follows the negative version of 
Luke in this point. 

8 Matthew 22.38, 40: on this, see Bill. I: 907-8. See there the statements of R. Akiba 
on Lev 19.18: “this is a great (general) principle in the Torah,” and of Ben Azzai and Bar 
Kappara; cf. also Hengel 1999b, 282-87. 

?° Alongside this, @ydmotc also appears sporadically. The very common verb ’aheb 
“to love” is almost always translated with G@yamév.Eows appears only twice in the book 
of Proverbs. The verb €9G00at only occurs three times, of which two are as a translation of 
‘aheb. The theological language of Jesus and of earliest Christianity is that of the Hebrew 
Bible and, dependent on this, of the Septuagint. 

3° Deuteronomy 7.7-8: “Not because of your number has YHWH. .. chosen you from 
all the nations—you are, after all, the smallest among the nations, but because YHWH 
loved you’; cf. Jer 31.3: “With everlasting Jove I have loved you; therefore in goodness I 
have preserved you”; cf. 31.20. 
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knows the idea that in the “works of love” one is meant to imitate God’s 
action toward Israel and the patriarchs.*! 

The Golden Rule in itself is very widespread in the ancient world. The 
positive version, which appears in Sermon on the Plain of Luke and in 
the Sermon on the Mount of Matthew, is closely related to the command 
to love one’s neighbor. In Luke’s Sermon on the Plain this rule therefore 
stands between the command to refrain from violence and the composi- 
tion of sayings about loving one’s enemies:*” “And thus, as you wish that 
people do to you, so you ought to do to them.” Matthew places the text as 
a conclusion in the last part of the Sermon on the Mount before the con- 
cluding admonitions in 7.13-27. He regards it, as he does the double love 
command, as the summary of the law and prophets.* In the rabbinic tradi- 
tion love command and Golden Rule can become almost interchangeable. 
Statements about their central significance are attributed to great teachers 
such as Hillel and R. Akiba.** A. Dihle also points to their inner connec- 
tion: the two rules “stress—though in different ways—the mutuality in 
interpersonal interaction.”*’ The primitive community, which compiled 
the core statements of the ethical proclamation of Jesus in a catechism-like 
manner in the “Sermon on the Plain,’*° regarded this, in a way, as the new 
“messianic Torah,” the “law of the kingdom of God,” which is ultimately 
a “law of grace.” In Matthew, this Lukan “catechism of the will of God,” 
which stems from the sayings tradition, is expanded, on the foundation 
of the righteousness*’ fulfilled by Jesus, to the “Sermon on the Mount.”*® 


14.3 Humility and Service, Discipleship and Reward 


The great disturbance in God’s good creation (Gen 1.31) enters through 
the fact that the first human couple disregarded his command and believed 


3! Hengel 1981b, 9 n. 21, 18 n. 9, 27 n. 39 (GV = 1968b, 10 n. 26, 21 n. 9, 30 n. 39; 
2007b, 48 n. 28, 58 n. 57, 67 n. 89). 

*° Luke 6.31; cf. Matt 7.12. On this, see Dihle 1962; 1981. 

33 Cf. Matt 22.40. The introduction to the Sermon on the Mount in 5.17-20 must also 
be understood with reference to these two texts. We are dealing here with fundamental 
statements of the evangelist about the validity of the law. On the interpretation, Deines 
2004, 710 (index on Matt 7.12). 

34 On this, see Hengel 1999b, 282-87. 

35 Dihle 1962, 110. The two rules have grown together already in Sir 31.15 (Hebrew 
text and LXX). 

36 Luke 6.20-49. The designation “Sermon on the Plain” comes from tomoc aeSuvdc 
in 6.17. 

°7 Matthew 3.15; 5.6, 10, 20. 

38 Matthew 5.1-7.27. Hengel 1999b, 219-92; Deines 2004, passim. 
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the deceptive words of the serpent: “You will be like God. . . 2°? Accord- 
ing to Luke and Matthew, Jesus rejects the deceiver’s offer to give him 
“all the kingdoms of the circle of the earth” with their “power and glory” 
with the word of Scripture: “You shall worship the Lord, your God and 
serve him alone.’ The primordial sin consists in human delusions of 
grandeur, which disregards God’s command and makes oneself absolute. 
According to the primitive Christian testimony, Jesus, by contrast, takes 
the path of the servant of God assigned to him by the Father: 


for the Son of Man did not come 

to be served 

but to serve 

and to give his life as a ransom for many.*! 


This saying may belong in the context of Jesus’ Last Supper with his dis- 
ciples, where, according to Luke, Jesus, in a small farewell speech, sharply 
rejects a controversy over rank between the disciples about the question 


“who of them is the greatest”:” 


The kings of the nations exercise lordship over them, and their rulers 
let themselves be called benefactors. But not so you, but let the greatest 
among you become as the smallest*’ and the leader as the servant... . 
But I am in your midst as a servant.* 


Mark brings in a related text with the same motif after the two sons 
of Zebedee, James and John, ask to receive, when Jesus comes “in his 
glory,” the respective places of honor “at his right and his left,” which 
arouses the indignation of their fellow disciples. Jesus concludes his 
admonition here with a two-liner—“whoever . . . among you wants to 
be great, let him be your servant, and whoever . .. among you wants to be 
the first, let him be the slave of all” —and with reference to his service 


° Genesis 3.5ff. 

Luke 4.5-8: xal avt@ LOvw ateeboetc = Matt 4.8-10; see section 10.2. 

“1 Mark 10.45 = Matt 20.28: ob NAGev StaxovyOF vat GAAG Staxovijoat; on this, 
see Jeremias 1966a, 216-29; Stuhlmacher 2018, 139ff., 147-50, 162ff. (GV = 1992, 120ff., 
127-30, 140ff.). See also note 46 below. 

” Luke 22.24ff. 

ve Literally: co 0 vemteQoc, on this Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 1085, 2B, on Luke 
22,20: 

“4 Luke 22.27: éya dé év péow KULAav eiwt wc 6 Suxovev; cf. John 13.12-17. 

* Mark 10.37: év tf 86EN cov, Matt 20.21: év th Baouveia cov. In the Matthean 
parallel in 20.20 it is no longer the pair of brothers but rather their mother who asks the 
question. 
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as servant of God and the giving of his life as a “ransom for many.’’*° 
This unique serving of Jesus, which nullifies the fateful disaster of the 
fall of Gen 3, is meant to determine the whole existence of the disciples 
as followers. Grounded christologically and in a post-Easter manner, Paul 
expresses this in the introductory context to the Philippians hymn: “Let 
the same mind be in you that was in Christ Jesus.”*’ To be sure, questions 
of rank played a considerable, human/all-too-human role in the circle of 
disciples and in the primitive community.** Here, however, the concern is 
with more than only a moral attitude, which could be described with the 
concept of “renunciation of status.” Serving becomes the quintessence of 
what it means to follow Jesus, which also includes readiness for renuncia- 
tion and suffering, even to the point of martyrdom. Mark expresses this 
in a text that he places right after the sharp rebuff of Peter following the 
announcement of suffering, in which there is—as so often in Mark—a 
fusion of Jesus tradition and community paraenesis. 


If anyone wishes to come after me, let him deny himself and take up his 
cross and follow me. For whoever wishes to save his life will lose it, but 
whoever will lose his life for my sake and the gospel’s will save it. For 
what does it profit a person to gain the whole world but forfeit his life?” 


Whoever does not bear his own cross and come after me is not able to 
be my disciple.*° 


According to the second passion prediction, in which the disciples’ com- 
plete incomprehension becomes apparent,°! Mark recounts a scene in 


46 Mark 10.35-45 = Matt 20.20-28, on this, cf. Rom 15.8: Jesus as Sudnovos meQtto- 
uf\s, who for the sake of the truth of the will of God brings to fulfillment the promises of the 
fathers, and the phrase Hoediyv SovAOV AaBwv in Phil 2.7. A more strongly “Graecised” 
version appears in the creed-like text 1 Tim 2.6a. 

“7 Philippians 2.5, cf. 2.3-4; Rom 12.3, 10; 15.3; 2 Cor 8.9; Gal 5.26. 

“8 Cf. for example, the bitter controversy over the xavyGo0at in Paul and his oppo- 
nents in 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, and Romans. 

4° Mark 8.34-36 = Luke 9.23-25 = Matt 16.24-26. Luke adds to the saying about suf- 
fering discipleship a generalizing x00’ nuéoav. With his version Mark probably alludes 
to the Neronic persecution in Rome, which only lies ca. five to six years in the past and 
where there is first talk of the crucifixion of Christians; see Tacitus, Ann. 15.44.4: aut 
crucibus adfixi atque flammati (“fixed to crosses and made flammable”; trans. Woodman 
2004, 326). See also Mark 15.21: Simon of Cyrene, who carries Jesus’ cross. The motif of 
“cross-bearing” in connection with the readiness for radical renunciation of all life goods 
also occurs in the sayings tradition: Luke 14.25-27, shortened in Matt 10.37-38. This also 
refutes the claim that the sayings tradition (or Q) does not know the passion tradition. 

°° Luke 14.27; Matt 10.38: “is not worthy of me.” Cf. note 49. 

>! Mark 9.30-32. 
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which the concern is again basically with self-denial in the discipleship of 
Jesus.” “On the way” (€v tf) 06@) with Jesus the disciples gave thought 
to a question that moved them greatly; but when asked what they were dis- 
cussing, they became silent in shame, for they had been discussing “who 
was the greatest” (tic weiCwv). Then Jesus calls the twelve together and 
gives them an instruction, which he repeats with a more detailed justifica- 
tion a little later in connection with the offense-evoking question of the 
sons of Zebedee:* “If anyone wishes to be first, he must become last of all 
and servant of all” (9.35). He next places a child in the middle and takes 
it into his arms, which means, he places it before the eyes of the disciples 
as “an example for the smallest and most despised person” who is in the 
discipleship of Jesus: “Whoever receives one of such children receives 
me” (9.37). This means that Jesus identifies himself with them.™ In 18.3-4 
Matthew adds in a materially sensible manner the saying of Jesus about 
“receiving the kingdom of God like a child,” which he has taken over from 
Mark 10.15. In Luke there follows as a conclusion of the pericope: “For 
the one who . . . is the smallest among all of you, he is great.” Against this 
background it becomes understandable that the primitive community and 
probably already Jesus could designate his followers as tWxeot, as “small 
people.’ To this corresponds the designation vytot, the simple ones, 
for the recipients of the revelation of the Father in Jesus’ “cry of joy” 
(Jubelruf).°° Right after this the Matthean Jesus calls “all who are weary 
and carrying heavy burdens” to himself, in order that they may learn from 
him, who describes himself as “gentle and humble of heart.’”°’ Here too 
the evangelists are concerned with the service of the servant of God. The 
promise that the kingdom of God belongs to the children and that they will 
be received “as a child” (wc matdtov) points in a similar direction.*® 

The individual saying “But many first will be last and many last will 
be first” probably stands in connection with the final judgment. The con- 
summation of the kingdom of God brings a radical reversal of the human 


°° Mark 9.33-37, cf. Luke 9.46-48 and Matt 18.1-5. 

>3 Mark 10.41-44. See the beginning of the present section. 

>4 Cf. Klostermann 1971, 94. Matthew also employs this linguistic usage, since for him 
it is typically dominical, also in 10.42; 18.10, 14. On this, see Michel 1967 (GV = 1942). 

>> Mark 9.42 = Luke 17.2 = Matt 18.6; cf. also the “little flock” in Luke 12.32. 

°° Luke 10.21 = Matt 11.25, cf. the quotation from Ps 8.3 in Matt 21.16. See also the 
discussion in section 12.2. 

°7 Matthew 11.28: Aedte modc Le MATES OL xOMAVTES KAL MEPoOOTLOUEVOL, V. 29: 
Sti MEAS ci xal Tamewods Th xAES(a. On the key word meEaiic, see also the quotation 
of Zech 9.9 at Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem according to Matt 21.5. Cf. the invitation of 
Wisdom in Sir 6.28 LXX; 51.23-27. 

38 Mark 10.15 = Luke 18.17, cf. Matt 19.13-15; see the end of section 13.5 with notes 
129-30. 


The Will of God 463 


ordering of value in the old age, and it is necessary to align onself with 
it already now.’ It sounds peculiarly profane when Jesus says that when 
invited to a banquet one should not seek the place of honor near the host, 
lest another be moved forward and one be sent to the last place, but should 
instead choose the lowest place so that the host can seek out a more honor- 
able place for the guest at the meal.® The attached individual saying “For 
everyone who exalts himself will be lowered and the one who lowers him- 
self will be exalted’’®' and the context that follows point to an originally 
eschatological connection with the meal in the kingdom of God.” 

Here the motif of reward crops up. It is not passed over in the procla- 
mation of Jesus. God is righteous and rewards service, discipleship, and 
readiness for sacrifice. In this question, Jesus stands, as so often, in the 
Old Testament Jewish tradition. Thus, Peter, after Jesus’ emphatic warning 
against riches, points to the radical following of his call to discipleship: 
“Behold, we have left everything and followed you.” At this Jesus prom- 
ises to everyone who has left possessions and family for his sake a “hun- 
dredfold reward” and the regaining of what one had left “already in this 
time” and “in the coming age eternal life.”** To be sure, with respect to the 
key word “reward” (4006s) there is a telling difference between the evan- 
gelists. Mark has it only once: “Whoever gives you a cup to drink because 
you belong to the Messiah (6tt XQvotov Eote)—truly I say to you: he will 
not lose his reward.” Luke includes the reference to reward twice for- 
mulaically from the sayings tradition in the Sermon on the Plain. Thus, 
in the fourth macarism: “when people hate, exclude, and revile you .. .”: 
“behold, your reward will be great in heaven,”® and again in connection 
with the command to love one’s enemies.® Matthew, by contrast, has the 


>? Mark 10.31 = Matt 19.30, cf. 20.16; Luke 13.30; cf. also Mark 9.35; Gos. Thom. 
4; Barn 6.13. 

© Luke 14.7-11 (special material), cf. the addition in Codex D (and ® it sy‘*"™S) to 
Matt 20.28, which probably grew from an apocryphal Gospel or from the Diatessaron. 

°! Luke 14.11, cf. 18.14; Matt 23.12 and 18.4. 

© See Luke 14.12-14 (special material) and the parable of the great supper in 14.15-24. 

63 Mark 10.28-30 = Luke 18.28-30 = Matt 19.27-29, which from Luke 22.30 inserts 
the saying that the twelve will judge the twelve tribes. Mark probably thinks that the disci- 
ple in the fellowship with Jesus and the believers in the community of Christ receives back 
many times what he gave up “for the sake of Jesus and the gospel,” but adds— presumably 
as a reference to the Neronic persecution— peta Stwyuav, which is omitted again by Luke 
and Matthew. 

64 Mark 9.41. The saying could, as the Matthean parallel in 10.42, stem from the send- 
ing out tradition. 

Luke 6.23: 6 wo0dc bud TOAUS Ev TH OVEAVA; cf. Matt 5.12. 

Luke 6.35: xal gota 6 WOOds VUdV MOUS = Matt 5.46. Luke 10.7 sounds like a 
proverb: “The worker is worthy of his wages,” but refers not to the “heavenly reward” but 
to the support of the missionary. Matthew 10.10 therefore turns the uto800 into Tood|c. 
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word ten times, with particular frequency in the Sermon on the Mount, 
there twice analogously to the Lukan parallels, and additionally in the cat- 
echetically shaped text about the wrong and right almsgiving, prayer, and 
fasting, in which the ostentatious practice of piety, which seeks to make 
an impression on those watching, falls stereotypically under the verdict: 
“They have forfeited their reward,”®’ and three times in the mission dis- 
course.®* In these attestations it becomes clear how sayings of Jesus are 
adjusted to concrete community situations. 

The parable of the laborers in the vineyard is unique.” The kingdom 
of God is like a householder who, early in the morning, hires workers for 
his vineyard with the—very good—daily wage of a denarius per day. He 
does this also at the third, sixth, ninth, indeed even at the eleventh hour, 
i.e., in the afternoon around five o’clock, ca. one hour before the end of 
work. In the evening he has his manager pay them all the same wage of 
one denarius, beginning with the last person hired. Understandably, this 
evokes the protest of those who labored for the whole day. The owner 
rebuffs the protest in a friendly yet decisive manner: “Friend, I do you no 
wrong. Did we not agree on a denarius? Take your wage and go! I want 
to give this last person as much as I gave you you. Am [ not permitted to do 
what I want with what is mine? Or is your eye evil (i.e., envious) because 
Iam so generous?” The wage refers to the share in the kingdom of God, 
which is not measured by the largeness of the achievement but which all 
his workers receive in the same way through God’s free goodness. The 
parable interpretation therefore speaks with good justification of a “gra- 
cious reward” (Gnadenlohn).” The conflict with the ones who protest calls 
to mind the dialogue of the father with the indignant brother in the parable 
of the lost son.” In both stories of Jesus the concern is with the turning of 
God’s free grace. As is already the case in 19.30,” Matt 20.16, which is 
dependent on the uncommon mode of payment of the wage, is attached by 
the evangelist and gives to the parable a one-sided orientation. The con- 
cern is not with “first and last” but with the goodness of God. 

A parable from the Lukan special material, which is likewise to be 
understood against the background of the rural milieu of Galilee, also 


°” Matthew 5.12, 46; 6.1-2, 5, 16 three times Gnéyovow TOV WOOOV abtmv; 10.4-5 
(cf. Mark 9.41); 20.8. 

68 Matthew 10.41-42, cf. Mark 9.41. 

6° Matthew 20.1-16. Cf. Theissen/Merz 1998, 339ff. (GV = 1997, 305ff.) with refer- 
ence to rabbinic parallels. 

7 On this, see Luz 2001, 524-38, esp. 527ff. (GV = 1985-2002, III: 138-56, esp. 
142ff.); Theissen/Merz 1998, 340 (GV = 1997, 305); Avemarie 2002a. 

Luke 15.25-32: see chapter 15. 

? Cf. Mark 10.31, note 59 above. 
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rejects every notion of merit.’* However, in contrast to the entirely uncom- 
mon event in Matt 20.1-15, it recounts something that is a complete given. 
The Jerusalem Bible” speaks of “humble service”: 


Which of you, with a servant ploughing or minding sheep, would say to 
him when he returned from the fields, ‘Come and have our meal imme- 
diately? Would he not be more likely to say, “Get my supper laid; make 
yourself tidy and wait on me while I eat and drink. You can eat and 
drink yourself afterwards’? Must he be grateful to the servant for doing 
what he was told? So with you: when you have done all you have been 
told to do, say, ““We are merely servants: we have done no more than our 
duty.” 


Service in discipleship establishes no claim to merit and thanks; it is a 
taken-for-granted necessity. And yet, a chapter later, Luke can put a promise 
of overwhelming reward in the mouth of Jesus in relation to Peter: the fol- 
lower will receive manifold reward.” However, it is basically only the reward 
that rests on God’s grace. 


14.4 The Judgment and the Separation 


In the later prophetic-apocalyptic texts of the Old Testament the inner- 
historical conception of the “Day of YHWH” is changed into the concep- 
tion of the end of the world, which brings the fates of humans to their 
divinely intended end.” At the end belongs the redemption of the people 
of God but also the judgment upon sinners from Israel and the nations. 
God is the righteous judge who concludes the history of humanity. Thus, 
in the last chapter of the book of Isaiah:”’ 


For by fire YHWH will hold judgment (with the whole earth)” 
... and by his sword with all flesh. 


73 Luke 17.7-10. 

™ &. Jones 1966, ad loc. Cf. Wansbrough 1985, 1718, which retains the heading 
“humble service.” 

® Luke 18.28-30: d¢ odyi wn} [Ato ]LGPy AOAAGTAGO(ova ...; cf. Mark 10.28-30 
and Matt 19.27-29. 

1 Oni this, see Rad/Delling 1935, 948 (ET = 1964, 945-47); Soden/Bergman/Saeb¢ 
1982, 583 (ET = 1990, 28-30). Above all in Daniel there occurs for this terms such as ges 
or “harit hay-yamim. 

7 Tsaiah 66.15a and 66.16b. 

787. 16 supplements with LXX: mé00 1 yf). 
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The book concludes with the portrayal of the punishment of the rebels:” 


For their worm shall not die and their fire shall not go out. 
They shall be an abhorrence to the whole world. 


This text is taken up in Dan 12.2: Those who “sleep in the land of dust 
awake, the one to eternal life, the other to disgrace and eternal abhor- 
rence.” The fire of judgment in the Valley of Hinnom in the south of Jeru- 
salem (Aramaic géhinnam, Graecised yéevva)® appears as eschatological 
place of punishment. For the Baptist’s preaching of repentance the threat 
of the divine judgment of wrath and the “hell fire’ had decisive signifi- 
cance; the baptism in the Jordan and the fruits of repentance were meant 
to preserve one from it.*' The motif of judgment and punishment in var- 
ious forms also occurs multiple times in the Synoptic Gospels, though 
with quite different emphases. Thus, we encounter it in the threat sayings 
against the Galilean places Chorazin and Bethsaida, which are marked 
out by Jesus’ “deeds of power”: “it will be more bearable for Tyre and 
Sidon in the judgment than for you,” for they would have repented in the 
case of such healing miracles, and Capernaum, which was “exalted into 
heaven,” “will descend into the kingdom of the dead.” The place, which 
does not receive the disciples who are sent out, will suffer a worse fate on 
that day than Sodom and Gomorrah.* The queen of the South and the men 
of Nineveh will condemn “the men of this generation” in the judgment, 
for they reacted positively to Solomon’s wisdom and Jonah’s preaching 
of repentance, but in the person of Jesus “more than Solomon” and “more 
than Jonah” has come upon the scene.*? Whoever rejects Jesus’ preaching 
of the kingdom of God and his messianic activity will also be rejected in 
the impending judgment. These sharp sayings of Jesus point to a deep cri- 
sis already during his Galilean activity. He met with rejection and opposi- 
tion from not a few of his compatriots, such as in his hometown and in the 
center that he chose on the northwest corner of the Lake of Gennesaret. 
This rejection came especially from the leading stratum. This may have 
prompted him at the end to take upon himself in a place-taking way the 
judgment for the guilt of his people, to walk the path of the servant of God, 
and to die at the Passover festival in Jerusalem. 


™ Tsaiah 66.24. 

89 Jeremias 1964a (GV = 1933). 

817 uke 3.7, 9, 17; Matt 3.7, 10, 12; see section 9.1.2.2 with note 59. 

8? Luke 10.13-15 = Matt 11.21-23: cf. Matt 11.24. On this, see section 12.2 with 
note 66 and section 16.1 with note 12. On this, see now Gregg 2005. 

83 Tuke 11.31-32 = Matt 12.41-42. 
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Individual judgment paraeneses are characterized by a sharpness that 
gives offense. Thus, Mark has four (6b sayings, of which the first is directed 
against those who “cause one of these small ones who believe in me to 
stumble”: it would be better for him if he were thrown into the sea with a 
millstone around the neck, 1.e., he has fallen under God’s judgment. The 
following saying exhorts one to rigorously separate from a body part that 
leads to sin, whether it be hand, foot, or eye. It would be better “to enter 
into (eternal) life” as a cripple than with one’s body intact to be thrown 
“into Gehenna,” 1.e., “into the unquenchable fire.” This dramatic appeal is 
underscored with a quotation from Isa 66.24 (LXX).** However, in terms 
of substance, this admonition basically expresses the same thing as Mark 
8.36 in connection with the exhortation to suffering discipleship: “What 
does it profit a person to gain the whole world but forfeit his life?’’* Par- 
ticipation in the kingdom of God means true life and missing it, eternal 
death. To be sure, it is telling that Mark speaks only once of y€evva, and 
its unquenchable fire, while it is mentioned by Matthew seven times in the 
mouth of Jesus and there are eight references to the fire of judgment.* Like 
Mark, Luke also shows conspicuous reserve in relation to this linguistic 
usage. [€evva appears in Luke 12.5, the fire of judgment occurs in a typi- 
cal way twice in the concise proclamation of the Baptist, and, beyond this, 
as place of punishment in the kingdom of the dead (G6n¢) very vividly 
in the parable of the rich man and poor Lazarus.*’ Typical of Matthew’s 
tendency to multiply announcements of judgment is 8.12: “The sons of 
the kingdom will be thrown out into the outermost darkness. There will be 
weeping and gnashing of teeth there.” We are dealing here with a formu- 
laic linguistic usage, which Matthew also inserts into two parables.** The 
second sentence, with the formulation “weeping and gnashing of teeth,” 
which, stemming from the sayings tradition, occurs only once in Luke® and 


84 Mark 9.42-48 = Matt 18.6-9, cf. Matt 5.29-30; Luke 17.1 formulates somewhat 
differently. Mark speaks twice of entering gic tiv Camry and then gic tv Paotretav tod 
Ocob. On the structure and meaning of the sayings, see section 12.2 with note 87. Mark 
is the only one who has the Isaiah quotation; cf., however, 2 Clem. 7.6 and Justin, / Apol. 
52.8; Dial. 130.2; 140.3. Matthew shortens, since he has an almost identical saying; Luke 
has only the warning against those who prepare stumbling blocks for “these little ones.” He 
passes over the three sayings in Mark 9.43ff. because their drastic character does not fit in 
the work dedicated to Theophilus. 

85 Cf. Luke 9.25 = Matt 16.26; see note 49 above. 

86 Téevva: 5.22, 29-30; 10,28 (= Luke 12.5); 18.9; 23.15, 33; fire of judgment: 5.22; 
7.19; 13.40, 42, 50; 18.8-9; 25.41. 

al Baptist: Luke 3.9, 17; rich man: 16.23ff. 

88 Matthew 22.13; 25.30. 

8° Luke 13.28: in the context of the exclusion from the eschatological banquet in the 
kingdom of God. 
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which, in our judgment, Matthew has taken over from Luke, is used a total 
of six times”? by the first evangelist as the conclusion of judgment parables. 
Precisely these parables, which are valued by him, have been elaborated 
by Matthew himself, usually beyond his Vorlagen, in which process his 
own contribution often covers over the inherited tradition. This applies, for 
example, to the parable of the tares and its interpretation,” to the parable 
of the net,” to the parable of the unforgiving servant,” and to the disrup- 
tive addition of the lacking wedding garment in the parable of the great 
supper, which has a completely different orientation.** This threat of judg- 
ment intensifies until the three great parousia parables in chapter 25, which 
conclude the teaching of the disciples prior to the actual passion. The ten 
virgins stand at the beginning in 25.1-13. Of these, five wise virgins pro- 
vided for their lamps with sufficient oil, whereas five foolish ones did not. 
Surprised by the coming of the groom at midnight, the wise virgins can go 
to meet him for the wedding feast, whereas the foolish ones, who must first 
get oil and come too late, are shut out. The groom rejects the latter with the 
words “I do not know you.” The evangelist concludes with the admonition 
to watchfulness. The parable of the talents follows in 25.14-30.”° In this 
parable the “useless slave,’ who does not multiply the talent entrusted to 
him, is thrown out into the “outermost darkness.” As the culmination there 
follows the picture of the world judgment in 25.31-46. Here the “Son of 
Man” and “King” on the “throne of glory” judges humanity, who are sepa- 
rated into “sheep” and “goats” according to their works—which remain 
hidden to themselves —toward “one of these least of these brothers” (25.40, 
45) and thus carries out the final great separation: “and they will go, these 
to eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life.” Here the theol- 
ogy of the evangelist, community tradition, and Jesus tradition have fused 
together into a indissoluble unity, with the Matthean tendency being pre- 
dominant and exercising a fundamental influence upon the church’s future 
picture of Jesus. That the coming Son of Man carries out a final separa- 
tion already belonged to the content of the preaching of the Baptist and of 


°° Except for Matt 8.12; see also 13.42, 50; 22.13; 24.51; 25.30. 

°! Matthew 13.24-30, 36-43. See the end of section 12.3. 

*? Matthew 13.47-50. 

°3 Matthew 18.23-25. 

°4 Matthew 22.1-10 and 11-14 as Matthean addition; cf., by contrast, Luke 14.15-24. 

° Tn the parallel version of Luke 19.11-27 it is only minas, i.e., six hundred grams 
(a talent is forty kilograms); Matthew intensifies the amount into the unrealistic; cf. also 
Matt 18.24: the debtor of ten thousand talents; on this, see note 115 below. Luke connects 
in 19.14, 27 the parable with an embassy of intractable citizens, who were punished; see 
the Jewish embassy to Augustus after the death of Herod, which attempts to hinder the 
appointment of Archelaus: Josephus, Ant. 17.300. On this, see the end of section 3.1.1 and 
the beginning of section 3.1.2. 
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the proclamation of Jesus himself, while Matthew admittedly identified the 
preaching of judgment of the Baptist and that of Jesus in terms of content.” 
The primitive community transfers the function of the judge to the exalted 
Christ. The judgment “according to works” becomes a firm component of 
the primitive Christian expectation all the way to Paul and John.’’ It is 
the necessary background and the presupposition of the message of radical 
grace, of the atonement effected by the death of Jesus, and of the love of the 
Father, who seeks out the sinner and wants to forgive him. 


14.5 The Messianic Character of the 
Interpretation of the Will of God 


Scholarship has gladly seen in the proclamation of Jesus an unbridgeable 
opposition between the eschatological-apocalyptic proclamation of the 
kingdom and his seemingly timeless ethical demand. Here, the “eschato- 
logical prophet” has been played off against the “wisdom teacher” with his 
ethical demands related to the present. A. Schweitzer attempted to balance 
out this opposition by means of his interim ethic theory.’ This, however, 
iS an incorrect interpretation. Precisely because God and his kingdom are 
now very near, indeed already present in the activity of Jesus—in his love 
for the lost and in judgment against the self-righteous—the concern is to 
bring to light again the original, actual will of God, which has been valid 
from the beginning” but was darkened through the power of sin and partly 
also through the Torah of Moses, which has been adjusted to the reign of 
sin. This is also the meaning of the six antitheses of the Sermon of the 
Mount in Matt 5.21-48. With the introduction “You have heard that it was 
said to the those of old... , but I say to you,” the Matthean Jesus points out 
the difference between the commandments that Israel received on Sinai 
and his “messianic” Torah. While the antitheses have been configured by 
Matthew with great catechetical skill and with a climactic high point in 
5.48: “You shall be perfect ... ,” in substance they nevertheless go back 
in large part to dominical tradition. An earlier form may be visible in the 
introduction to the Lukan Sermon on the Plain after the three beatitudes 
and woes: “But to you, those listening, I say: Love your enemies. . . .” The 


°© Luke 12.8-9 = Matt 10.32-33; Mark 8.38 = Luke 9.26 = Matt 16.27. On the Baptist 
and Jesus, see section 10.4. 

°7 Second Corinthians 5.10; cf. Rom 2.16; 14.10ff.; Acts 10.42; 17.31; John 5.29: cf. 
also 15.6 and the last sentence of the Baptist speech in John 3.36. 

°8 See section 13.3 with note 88. 

°° Mark 10.6: and the following quotation of Gen 1.27 and 2.24 LXX; cf. Matt 19.4-5 
and 8. See also section 13.3 with notes 85-87. 
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closest parallel to this manner of speaking is the formulation “Amen, I say 
to you...,” which is especially frequent in Matthew. 

The full, original obedience, which God had in mind since the creation 
of humanity, must now, since God’s kingdom dawns, come into its own. 
Because God himself established the closest and deepest form of human 
community in the marriage of the first human couple, according to the 
second antithesis, committing adultery is not the first thing to transgress 
God’s commandment from Sinai (Exod 2.14; Deut 5.18), but the lustful 
gaze upon another woman is already an act of adultery “in the heart.” 
In hyperbolic radicality the Matthean Christ exhorts one to tear out the 
eye that prepares such an offense and to cut off the hand that leads one 
astray: principiis obsta!'” In the third antithesis he prohibits a man from 
divorcing his wife, in accord with Deut 24.1, by means of a certificate 
of divorce, since he makes her into an adulteress through this—when she 
marries again. The only exception, which Matthew first allows to apply, is 
the infidelity of the wife.'*' According to the fourth antithesis, the Mosaic 
prohibition of making false oaths, which appears multiple times, is no lon- 
ger adequate. One should not swear at all, for even the indirect invoca- 
tion of God dishonors his name. Everything that exceeds the corroborating 
“ves, yes” or “no, no” has an evil origin.'® James 5.12—“Let your yes be 
yes and your no be no” — probably contains an older, clearer version of this 
instruction. Under the banner of the kingdom of God and the fellowship 
with God and fellow humans that is bestowed through it, absolute truthful- 
ness is required. 

The appeal to the original will of God, for example in the double 
love command of the Torah,'°? does not exclude—its connection with the 
Golden Rule shows this —the appeal to rational insight. This is also shown 
by Luke 12.57: “Why do you not judge for yourself what is right?” Jesus’ 
parables in particular—such as the good Samaritan, Luke 10.30-35, the 
rich man and poor Lazarus, Luke 16.19-31, the rich fool, Luke 12.16-21, 


'°° On the antitheses, see Hengel 1999b, 267-73; Luz 1989, 273-351; 2007, 226-95 
(GV = 2002, 324416); Weder 1985, 98-155. On the second antithesis of Matt 5.27-30, cf. 
18.8-9 = Mark 9.43-48. In Matthew this hyperbolic exhortation is so important that he has 
it twice. On the first human pair, see Gen 1.27; 2.18, 22-24; cf. Mark 10.7 parr.; Eph 5.31; 
see further also the 6b sayings at the end of section 12.2. 

'0l Matt 5.32: magextdc AOyou moovetas (cf. 19.9) is a Jewish Christian addition, 
which has grown from the community practice in the handling of Jesus’ commandment in 
Mark 10.2-8 and attaches to the interpretation of Deut 24.1 through the school of Sham- 
mais: m. Git. 9.10: “A man may divorce his wife only if he has found in her a disgraceful 
matter (‘Grwat dabdar)’; on this, see Bill. I: 312ff. On the first antithesis, see below. We 
have here an example how a commandment of Jesus is limited with casuistic justification. 

102 Matt 5.33-37. 

1037 ev 19.18: Deut 6.5; see section 14.2. 
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the tower construction and impending war, Luke 14.28-33, and the par- 
able of the unrighteous steward,'™ which viewed superficially sounds very 
offensive—seek, after all, to explain and illustrate in a way that is drastic, 
practical, and evident to reason what is now God’s will. And yet Jesus’ 
demand has its validity and its meaning not from a generally available 
human experience and not from the mere demand of our “practical rea- 
son.” It does not correspond to the virtue teaching of ancient philosophy 
nor does it know of a categorical imperative grounded by reason as a gen- 
eral “human law.” Rather, it is grounded by Jesus’ messianic authority and 
the dawning kingdom of God proclaimed by him. The second part of Lev 
19.18—‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself; [ am the Lord” —must 
always be kept in mind. This means that through this his name is to be 
sanctified and his kingdom is to come! Only in this way is Jesus’ partial 
criticism of the Torah to be explained. Because the love command pres- 
ents the original and actual will of God, which is now proclaimed anew, 
vis-a-vis this command certain ritual individual stipulations or even the 
Sabbath command, if the situation requires it, can become secondary or 
even be annulled. When they oppose the active, concrete deed of love, 
they must give way. In this connection, Matthew has Jesus appeal twice to 
a prophetic saying: “I desire mercy and not sacrifice.” 

Another example of this is Jesus’ attack against worry, ugouwvdav.'° After 
all, such worry presents only a form of fear for one’s own existence. Since the 
expulsion of the first human couple from paradise, it is a basic human condi- 
tion, which repeatedly misleads one to egoism and mercilessness. Instead of 
worry, what is required is thankful, cheerful trust. The lilies of the field and the 
ravens in Luke (or the birds under heaven in Matthew) are paradigms for this 
trust that is sure of the care of the heavenly Father. Worry and the concomitant 
egoistic striving for security are at bottom unbelief, indeed idolatry, which 
takes away honor from God: “No one can serve two lords; he will despise the 
one and love the other . . . you cannot serve God and Mammon.”'”’ The attach- 
ment to one’s possessions proves to be a subtle kind of idolatry.'®’ In other 


1047 uke 16.1-9: here, as the growth in v. 9 shows, an ethicizing change of meaning 
may have taken place. Originally, the concern, as in Matt 13.45-46 and 11.2, is with a rap- 
idly decisive and therefore saving decision for God’s kingdom. 

105 Hosea 6.6, quoted in Matt 9.13 and 12.7; on this, see Landmesser 2001, 186-87 
index; see section 13.3 on the conflict over healing on the Sabbath. 

6 Luke 12.22ff. = Matt 6.25ff. 

107T uke 16.13 = Matt 6.24. Mauwvacs from Aramaic (status emphaticus) mam6na’ 
“possessions, assets.” On this, see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 994. According to Riiger 
1973, it was originally a Canaanite loanword with the meaning “nourishment, provision- 
ing, reserves.” 

108 Cf. Col 3.5; Eph 5.5; 1 Tim 6.10. 
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words: Only one can be Lord, the one who had grounded the love command 
with “ni “déndy, €y@ ip “VELOC, and only one single “worry” is demanded, 
the worry for the kingdom of God: “Seek his Baot\elo. and all these things 
(about which you worry) will be added to you” (Luke 12.31). In Matt 6.33, 
the evangelist, in accordance with his theology, adds to Baot\eioa “and his 
righteousness.” To the command of “lack of worry” corresponds the fourth 
petition of the Lord’s Prayer: “Give us today our bread for tomorrow.’ The 
whole prayer, which Jesus teaches his disciples, is an expression of childlike 
trust in the Father, who knows what his children need before they ask (Matt 
6.8), and who does not refuse them his good gifts (Matt 7.11 = Luke 11.3). 
Behind the whole Lord’s Prayer stands the certainty of being heard (see chap- 
ter 15 with note 24). 

The will of the God who draws near, which Jesus proclaims and which 
is connected with the good work of the creator (cf. Gen 1.31), means at the 
same time the nullification of the primordial disastrous fate in which the 
human being as a prisoner of evil has entangled himself from the begin- 
ning. The rejection of worry in connection with the reference to lilies and 
ravens is an expression of the removal of the curse after the fall.''° When 
Jesus, in the sending out tradition, announces to the disciples: “Behold, 
I have given you power to walk on serpents and scorpions, and over 
all power of the enemy, and nothing will harm you,” this puts an end to the 
power of the old serpent from Gen 3.15, and the messianic promises are 
thereby fulfilled.” 

The threat of judgment in relation to the insult that injures the neigh- 
bor in the first antithesis, which goes far beyond the prohibition of killing 
in Gen 9.6 or the fifth commandment in Exod 20.13, and the nullifica- 
tion of the Old Testament “eye for an eye, tooth for a tooth” in the fifth 
antithesis,''? in connection with the fundamental renunciation of violence 
and the demand for constant unconditional readiness for forgiveness and 


10° Matthew 6.11, cf. Did. 8.2; Luke 11.3 has replaced ofweoov with xa0’ huéoav; 
cf. Luke 9.23; 16.19; 19.47; 22.53; Acts 2.46-47; 3.2 and elsewhere. The meaning of émtov- 
OLOG is uncertain; see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 601; Blass/Debrunner/Rehkopf, § 123.1; 
Wolter 2016/2017, I: 92-94. A conceivable alternative would be “our necessary-for-life 
bread.” Philonenko 2002, 76-86, refers to the daily gift of manna in Exod 16.4-5 (78) and 
advocates—in a similar way as Jeremias 1970, 199-200 (GV = 1979, 193-94)—an escha- 
tological reference to the messianic meal. See, however, Luz 1989, 380-83; 2007, 319-22 
(GV = 2002, 449-52), and the ninth petition of the Eighteen Benedictions. 

10 Genesis 3.16-19; on this, see Hengel 1999b, 280-82. On this, see 374. 

ll Tuke 10.19; cf. Ps 91.13 and the reference to the messianic kingdom of peace in 
Isa 11.8-9; Hos 2.20. 

2 Matthew 5.21 ff.; 5.38; cf. Exod 21.24; Lev 24.20; Deut 19.21 (against the false 
witness, who threatens the life of his comrade): “You shall practice no leniency, life for life, 
eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot.” 
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reconciliation,'!? aim at an entirely new relationship to fellow human 
beings. Once and for all an end is put to the murderous evil spirit of Cain, 
who treacherously murdered his brother, and that of his descendent Lamech 
from Gen 4, who requited a minor injury with homicide and whose long- 
ing for revenge is insatiable.''* In response to Peter’s question of whether 
it was enough to forgive the brother who sins seven times, Jesus answers: 
“not seven times but seventy seven times” —as often as Lamech wanted to 
be avenged—and, according to the Matthean special material, he recounts 
after this the kingdom of God parable about the “unforgiving servant,” 
who wanted to collect by force a small debt of a hundred denarii from a 
fellow slave, although his lord had forgiven him the immeasurable debt of 
ten thousand talents.'’? The one who sets himself up as a judge over his 
fellow human beings must also reckon on being judged by the same stan- 
dard by God himself.'’® It belongs to the corrupt hypocritical nature of the 
human being to see the “splinter” in the eye of the other, but not perceive 
the “beam” in one’s own eye.'!’ Accordingly, in the fifth petition of the 
Lord’s Prayer, the forgiveness that is asked for from the Father is insepa- 
rably connected with the forgiveness granted to the neighbor (Matt 6.12 = 
Luke 11.4). The near kingdom of God aims at the restitution of the origi- 
nal, beneficial, and good order of the creator, where a human being relates 
to his fellow human being as God in his love relates to him. Through 
this the human gains the freedom not only to love the enemy but also to 
renounce one’s own right to retaliation and all counterviolence, extend- 
ing to the paradoxical demand to make no resistance to the wrong that is 
done to oneself, such as in the fifth antithesis of Matt 5.38-42: 


You have heard that it was said: 
‘An eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth.”!'® 


3 On forgiveness, see Luke 11.4 = Matt 6.12; Matt 6.14-15; 18.21-22, 35; cf. Mark 
11.25. On reconciliation, see the double example that follows the first antithesis in Matt 
5.23-26. Luke 12.58-59 recounts the second example in greater detail. Matthew could be 
dependent upon Luke here. 

'l4 Genesis 4.24: “If Cain is avenged sevenfold, then Lamech seventy-sevenfold.” In 
connection with the anger of Cain against Abel, R. Akiba, according to Midrash Bereshit 
Rabbah 22.6 (Theodor/Albeck 1965, I: 210), stresses the principiis obsta: “At first sin is 
like a spider web but at the end it is like a ship’s rope.” 

1S Matthew 18.21-35 (special material). According to Josephus, Ant. 17.318-320, 
the yearly tax yield of the sons of Herod Archelaus, Antipas, and Philip was nine hundred 
talents. The high debts of the young Herod Agrippa, which threatened his friendship with 
Tiberius, amounted to ca. sixty talents: Ant. 18.158-165. 

''® Luke 6.37-38 = Matt 7.1-2; cf. Mark 4.24. 

''T Luke 6.41-42 = Matt 7.3-5. 

''8 Exodus 21.24; Lev 24.20; Deut 19.21. 
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But I say to you: 

Do not resist an evildoer,!!” 

but whoever strikes you on the right cheek, 

hold to him also the other, !”° 

and to the one who wants to sue you and take your outer garment, 

to him hand over also your undergarment. 

And whoever wants to force you (to go) one mile, 

go with him two. 

To the one who asks from you, give, 

And whoever wants to borrow from you, from him do not turn away.!”! 


Whoever can renounce his right and its implementation, whoever is pre- 
pared to suffer rather than do wrong, is truly free, like the fatherly God and 
Creator, “who makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good and makes 
it rain on the righteous and the unrighteous” (Matt 5.45). Like the Good 
Samaritan, he is therefore capable also of unconditional aid to others, even 
if this involves personal danger.'” 

Paul, who is dependent in various ways on the teaching of Jesus in 
his paraenesis, quotes as a concluding point of his paraenesis in Rom 12 
the exhortation of Prov 25.21, which points in the same direction: “If 
your enemy is hungry, feed him, if he is thirsty, give him something to 
drink ... ,” and he adds as a final point: “Do not be overcome by evil but 
overcome evil with good.’”!*> We must remember here that these sayings 
of Jesus were spoken into an environment filled by hate against religious, 
political, and social opponents. The love of the heavenly Father wants to 
bring back lost human beings, to make them ““God’s children,”'* which 
means to change them fundamentally and renew them. We could therefore 
place the phrase “but seek his kingdom” from Luke 12.31'*° as a motto 


9 Matthew 5.39: ut) GvtLOTivaL TH TOVHED. 

!20 Cf. Lam 3.30; Isa 50.6. It is the conduct of the servant of God. 

'21 Cf. Matt 6.31-32 = Luke 6.29-30. The shorter Lukan version may be the older 
version. 

122 Cf, Luke 10.30-35; 15.20-32; 19.8; Mark 10.21 parr. 

'23 Rom 12.20-21. This applies also to the relationship to the political powers, which 
he addresses right afterward in 13.1-7, and to the paraenesis in 13.8ff. with the reference 
to the love of neighbor as the fulfillment of the law, the quotation from the Decalogue and 
from Lev 19.18. 

124 Matthew 5.45: 6nws yévnoe viol TOD TMATEdS DLV Tod Ev OVEAVoIc; cf. 
Luke 6,35, 

'25 As a conclusion to the collection of sayings on worry in Luke 12.22-31. To the 
phrase thv Paotweiav tot Oeot Matt 6.33 adds the key phrase zal tiv Stxavoobvynv 
avtov, which is important for him. Cf. 3.15; 5.6, 10, 20; 21.32. The term dtxatoovvn is 
completely lacking in Mark and Luke (except in the Benedictus in Luke 1.75). On this, see 
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over the whole eschatologically motivated ethical proclamation of Jesus. 
Through his fall and the expulsion from the garden of Eden, Adam lost his 
very home in the fellowship with God. Only trusting, obedient listening 
to Jesus’ entirely extraordinary message, which transcends the existing 
prophetic imperative because with the kingdom of God it brings liberation 
and redemption, can regain this. Therefore, with good justification, we can 
also designate the “ethical preaching” of Jesus as “messianic.” 


Hengel 1999b, 249-54; Stuhlmacher 1965, 188-89 and on Jesus 240-57; Deines 2004, 
441—46 and 710 index on Matt 6.33. 


15 


The Fatherly Love of God' 


Jesus does not proclaim—as Marcion later claimed and as is repeated time 
and again, in particular in German Protestantism in various degrees up to 
the present—a new, unknown God, i.e., the God of love in contrast to an 
“Old Testament” God of justice and wrathful judgment. The God whose 
near kingdom he announced is the God of the old covenant. It is the God 
who created “heaven and earth,” who, as Creator and Lord, is the Father 
already for Israel and is addressed as such by his children.’ It is “the God 
of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,” who, as the God of the fathers, is a God of 
the living and not of the dead and who with the coming of his kingdom 
calls the dead into life again, “for they all live to him.’ Therefore, accord- 
ing to the witness of the prophet, with the dawning of the kingdom of God, 


' Jeremias 1970, 61ff. (GV = 1979, 67ff.); Fitzmyer 1985. 

* Genesis 1.1; 14.19; cf. Luke 10.21 = Matt 11.25: “Father, Lord of heaven and earth.” 
Cf. Deut 32.6: “Is he not your Father and your Lord? Is it not he alone who created and pre- 
pared you?” Isa 63.16-17: “But you are our Father. Abraham does not know us, and Israel 
wants to know nothing of us. You, YHWH, are our Father!” Cf. 64.7: “But now, YHWH, 
you are our Father!” See further God’s accusation in Jer 3.4—“Do you not now cry out to 
me: my Father (’ab?)?” —and God’s lament in Jer 3.19, 22: “I had thought: I want to regard 
you as ason...I thought: you will call me ‘my Father’ (’ab7). . . . Return, you renegade 
children, I will heal you from your disobedience.” On Israel as God’s firstborn son, see 
Exod 4.22; Jer 31.9. Hos 11.1 (‘out of Egypt I have called my son’) is related to the child 
Jesus as a fulfillment quotation in Matt 2.15. 

3 Mark 12.26-27; Luke 20.37-38. “Abraham, Isaac and Jacob and all the prophets” 
will “sit at table” (AvaxALOHooOvtaL) as God’s guests in the kingdom of God at the escha- 
tological banquet, Luke 13.29. Salvation applies to Abraham’s children, Luke 13.16; 19.9, 
including those who will be made into such: Matt 3.9; cf. also “Abraham’s bosom” in 
Luke 16.22ff. After all, through Abraham all the nations of the earth are to be blessed, Gen 
12.3, cf. Jer 4.2; Sir 44.21 (Hebrew) and Gal 3.8, 14; Acts 3.25. The promise begins to be 
fulfilled in Jesus’ activity. The primitive Christian Gentile mission of the “Hellenists” is a 
consequence of this activity. 
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the people of God expect “a new heaven and a new earth.’ For this rea- 
son, YHWH will “destroy death forever” and “wipe away the tears from 
every face.’ Even though Jesus criticizes and adjusts the Torah of Moses 
in individual points and in certain situations, he certainly does not want 
to reject it fundamentally. Rather, we must assume that he usually kept it 
as a matter of course.° His concern is rather with letting the true will of 
God, which has been darkened by Israel’s “hardness of heart,”’ shine forth 
again in full power. The Torah as God’s will is to become visible again in 
its original meaning, which accords with the good Creator and Lord of 
history. Jesus lives within the given framework of Jewish piety, taking it 
for granted. He wants neither to break out of his people nor to do away 
with the Torah. The Pharisees became his especially prominent opponents 
because they were his most intensive conversation partners in the con- 
troversy dialogues and because of all the Jewish “religious parties” they 
stood closest to him. After all, he presumably grew up in a family that was 
familiar with the Pharisaic form of piety.’ On the other hand, it is quite 
certain that Jesus did not have a Pharisaic, scribal education. It is only 
with Paul—the former Pharisaic scribe—that we read “Christ is the end of 
the law for righteousness for everyone who believes.’” And yet precisely 
the center, the heart of the proclamation of Jesus differs from other Jewish 
groups, even from that of the Baptist. It is not sufficient to emphasize only 
its theocentric character, which it has in common with others. Its proprium 
is the proclamation of the love of God, the goodness of the Father. 

Jesus’ messianic mission culminates neither in the announcement 
of the judgment nor in the call to repentance in the form of a “call to 
decision” —in both features he does not differ fundamentally from the 
Baptist—but rather in the announcement of the kingdom of God as the now 
already dawning deliverance of the lost and the joy over the salvation 


4 Isaiah 65.17; 66.22, cf. 51.6 and Rev 21.1; 2 Pet 3.13. 

> Tsaiah 25.8, cf. 11.9; Rev 21.4, 7. 

© Tn contrast to Stephen and Jesus’ law-strict brother James, who was stoned as a “breaker 
of the law” together with other Christians according to Josephus, Ant. 20.200, Jesus, apart 
from conflicts over the Sabbath (Mark 3.1-6 parr.), was not accused of not keeping the law, 
though the accusation was made that he dared to forgive sins and to receive sinners (Mark 
2.7 parr. BAaodypel, 2.16 parr.; Luke 7.48; cf. 7.34 par). On the charge due to BAaooyuto 
at the interrogation by the Sanhedrin, see section 20.2.1 with note 33. 

7 Mark 10.5 = Matt 19.8: mo0dc¢ th oxANQoxagdtav byodv; cf. Deut 10.16; Jer 4.4; 
Ezek 3.7 (LXX). 

. Hengel/Deines 1996 (ET = 1995); Deines 1997; see also section 8.3 with notes 
59-60. 

° Romans 10.4; cf., by contrast, Matt 5.17-20, which sounds entirely different. To be 
sure, it refers not to the whole wording of the Torah but to its “messianic” interpretation in 
the Sermon on the Mount, which follows. 
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bestowed upon them through the love of the Father. Their “decision,” their 
“repentance” is only possible because the heavenly Father already decided 
for them—+.e., in their favor. Through Jesus he wants to seek them out. This 
turn to the lost who have gone astray and to the outcasts among the Jewish 
people encounters opposition from the established piety. In this turn Jesus’ 
consciousness of his messianic mission becomes especially clear: “I have 
not come to call the righteous but sinners.”!° It was the will (evVdoxia) 
of the Father to grant his revelation through the Son to “the simple ones” 
(tots vystiotc).'’ In the three parables in Luke 15—two of them come 
from the special material of the evangelist'*—he demonstrates the revela- 
tion of the love of the Father to the failures, hopeless, and lost, who were 
regarded as sinners in the public opinion: first in the double parable of the 
lost sheep and lost denarius and then in the great, almost novelistically 
developed parable of the lost son. In all three the narrative climax is not 
the finding or the repentance but rather, as J. Jeremias rightly stressed,’° 
the joy over the finding —the joy of the Father over the homecoming of the 
lost children, so to speak: hence, Luke 15.7: “In the same way there will 
be joy in heaven over one sinner who repents, more than over ninety-nine 
righteous who need no repentance.” This joy in heaven among the angels 
of God has its earthly and human counterpart in the overwhelming joy of 
the farmer who finds the treasure and of the merchant who finds the unique 
pearl and who sell all their possessions to buy them."4 

While the scribes—according to Luke and Matthew—close down 
access to the kingdom of God through their demands that distort the will 
of God, Jesus opens it precisely for those who are excluded by the pious. 
While the scribes possess the key to it through the interpretation of the 
Torah, they do not enter themselves and hinder others from entering.’° 


10 Mark 2.17 parr. Cf. the corresponding conclusion in 19.10, which is formulated 
by Luke, and on this Ezek 34.16: “I will seek the lost, lead back the scattered, bind up the 
broken, strengthen the sick.” 

' Luke 10.21 = Matt 11.25-26. 

2 Luke 15.8-10, 11-32. Vv. 3-7, the parable of the lost sheep, appear, with changed 
wording to some extent, in Matt 18.12-14 in the completely different context of community 
discipline. The Matthean version evinces the different, later situation of the evangelist. See 
also Gos. Thom. 107. 

'S Jeremias 1972, 128ff. (GV = 1998, 128ff.); cf. also section 10.3. 

4 Matthew 13.44ff. (special material). See the end of section 13.4 with note 100 and 
section 13.2 with note 29. 

'S Luke 11.52; expanded in the temporally later parallel of Matt 23.13. Vis-a-vis Luke 
11.37-54 this polemic is increased in Matt 23 due to the special situation of the community 
between 90-100 CE in relation to Palestinian Judaism under Pharisaic-scribal leadership, 
which regained strength after the catastrophe of 70 CE. Cf. also Jesus’ polemic against the 
tradition of the elders in Mark 7.1-13 = Matt 15.1-9. 
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Concretely, this opening occurs in the pronouncement of the forgiveness 
of guilt, i.e., of the nullification of the curse under which humans have 
stood ever since the fall. Here it becomes clear that the love of the Father 
precedes every human insight into one’s own guilt. In the parable of the 
lost son the father sees the approaching wretched figure from afar, as if 
he had always been on the lookout for him, hurries to meet the one who 
is returning home, and then embraces and kisses him. Only now does the 
son confess: “Father, I have sinned against heaven and before you... lam 
no longer worthy to be called your son.” However, the father commands 
his slaves: “Bring quickly the most valuable robe and clothe him with it, 
and put on him (as a sign of his newly granted dignity of son) a ring on 
the finger.”’® The acceptance is already evident before the confession of 
sin. God’s prevenient love encounters the human first; it creates the condi- 
tion for repentance and confession of guilt. Repentance becomes gift. The 
desperate decision of the son to return home is only a preliminary stage. 
He sets out for home out of a naked drive for self-preservation, so that he 
does not perish among the swine. That he will be received again as a son 
by the father is something that he cannot envisage. The older brother, who 
has always been obedient thus far and who is indignant at the feast of joy 
that is now beginning, is challenged by the father to let himself be over- 
whelmed by the joy over the return of the younger brother. The Father also 
does not withdraw his love from the older brother, who angrily protests 
out of an understandable human (indeed all too human) sense of justice. 
Nor does he let him remain outside: “Child, you are always with me, and 
everything that is mine is yours.” He too should participate in the feast of 
joy.'” No text of the Synoptic Gospels points out as clearly the way from 
Jesus to Paul as the parable of the lost son. This turning without precondi- 
tion in connection with the joy that overcomes all opposition is what is 
decisive in this unique narrative. What oriental family head would have 
dared to act in such an unusual way? One need only think of the behavior 
of Herod toward his sons and the controversy between brothers among the 
Hasmoneans. 

The chief tax collector Zacchaeus, who was small in stature, climbs, 
due to the large crowd that waits for Jesus, up a sycamore tree so that 
he, in his great curiosity, can see Jesus (Luke 19.1-10). Jesus spots him 
there, calls him down, and wants to stay at the house of this unpopular 
rich tax collector, despite the protest of the inhabitants of Jericho. The joy 


'6 Luke 15.20-22. On this, see Rengstorf 1967b. 

'7 Here one is reminded of the outrageous statement that Paul places at the end of his 
theological-soteriological argumentation in Romans: “God has shut up all in disobedience 
in order that he may have mercy on all” (11.32). 
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with which he receives Jesus (Umed€EaTto .. . yatowv, v. 6) finds expres- 
sion in a radical change of his life, which includes making restitution in a 
thoroughgoing manner (v. 8). Jesus, who, according to Luke, acts in the 
place of God, promises salvation to him and his family. After all, he too is 
a son of Abraham (v. 9). The task of the Son of Man, for which he is autho- 
rized by the Father, is to “seek and save the lost” (v. 10). It is no wonder 
that this Son of Man is reviled by his opponents as “friend of tax collec- 
tors and sinners” (Luke 7.34 = Matt 11.19). At the same time, it becomes 
understandable that the strict Matthew, who knew the Gospel of Luke and 
sometimes also made use of it, left aside this and related texts. 

The concern is with unmerited caring also in the healing of the para- 
lytic according to Mark, in which Jesus speaks forgiveness to the sick 
man without testing his worthiness, simply on the basis of faith, which 
manifested itself in the way he was brought by four others.’ The same 
is true for the story of the woman who is a great sinner in Luke 7.36-50, 
where Jesus answers the protest of the Pharisee Simon, who takes offense 
at the fact that he lets his feet be anointed by a prostitute, with the par- 
able of the two debtors. The one who was forgiven a great debt—without 
precondition—is capable of special love.'? This means that love of God and 
of neighbor grow out of the joy of receiving a gift, out of gratitude—even 
more: out of the power of the love of God that changes the heart. In the 
Lord’s Prayer, Luke 11.4, the petition for forgiveness grounds our readi- 
ness to forgive the brother, as in Matthew in the parable of the unforgiving 
servant,” in which the remission of an unimaginable financial debt of ten 
thousand talents stands at the beginning. 

The experience of the all-encompassing love of God teaches humans 
complete trust, the “miindh or miotic*' that moves mountains, and it mani- 
fests itself in the certainty that one’s prayers are answered. The Lukan 
special material contains some examples of this. The prayer of the tax 
collector in the temple, who beats his breast and prays, “God be merciful 
to me a sinner,” is a prayer of trust that God will be merciful to the sin- 
ner. Therefore “he went home justified” in contrast to the Pharisee.”” A 
primitive Christian prayer paraenesis from this very Lukan special mate- 
rial encourages one to “pray at all times and not lose heart” and grounds 
this with several parables of Jesus. If an “unjust judge” who “neither fears 
God nor regards humans” reluctantly fulfills the wish of a widow who 


'8 Mark 2.5 = Luke 5.20 = Matt 9.2: xai id@v 6 Inootcs ti alotw abtov. 

9 Luke 7.40ff. 

20 Matthew 18.23-35; see note 115 in chapter 14. 

*I Mark 11.22; see section 18.4 with note 91. 

2 Luke 18.9-14. The word deS5inaiwévoc “justified (by God),” which is unique in 
the Gospels, is a ‘Pauline’ formulation in Luke. 
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constantly harasses him in order that he might give her justice so that she 
might leave him alone, how much more will God establish justice with- 
out delay for “his elect who call to him day and night.” The Father does 
not leave in the lurch the assailed community of disciples who constantly 
pray for his intervention.** This is also made clear by the parable of the 
friend who asks at the completely opportune time of midnight, disturbing 
the sleep of the whole family (Luke 11.5ff.). Even if the one who is asked 
would not fulfill the request because it is his friend who stands before 
the door, he nevertheless does it because of his “pushiness” (Gvaideta). 
Precisely this “pushiness” in prayer is an expression of that complete trust 
in the fatherly goodness and care of God, which an essential basic com- 
ponent of Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom of God. Luke attaches the 
almost enthusiastic-sounding exhortation: 


Thus I say to you: 

Pray, and it will be given to you, 
seek, and you will find, 

knock and it will be given to you. 


This is followed by another parable: 


But which father among you does his son ask for a fish, and instead of 

a fish will he give him a snake? Or he asks for an egg, and will he give 
him a scorpion? If you who are evil know how to give your children good 
gifts, how much more will the Father from heaven give the Holy Spirit to 
those who ask him?” 


The Father certainly gives what his children need. 

This finds expression most beautifully in the so-called Lord’s Prayer, 
which begins with the trustful Father address, which Jesus taught his dis- 
ciples, the intimate Aramaic “Abba,” “dear Father,’ which was scarcely 
used as an address of God because of its familiarity. The common Palestin- 
ian Jewish formula was the formulation “Our Father in heaven” — attested 
since the beginning of the second century CE—which Matt 6.9 reintroduces 


?3 Luke 18.1-8a (special material). Luke grounds this with the parousia, which is 
expected soon, and in v. 8b attaches the question of whether the Son of Man at his coming 
will still find such faith (sttotuc, see section 16.2), which becomes visible in prayer, in the 
earthly community. On the prayer paraenesis, see Luke 21.36; Rom 12.12; 1 Thess 5.17; 
Phil 4.6; Col 4.2. The continuity with the Pauline paraenesis is obvious. 

47 uke 11.5-13; cf. the more concise version in Matt 7.7-11. In 7.11 Matthew replaces 
the “Holy Spirit” of Luke 11.13 with a simple Gya0G “good things.” John takes up the motif 
christologically in the Farewell Discourses: 14.13-14; 15.7; 16.24; cf. 1 John 3.22; 5.14. 
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into the Lord’s Prayer in contrast to the older version of Luke 11.2. The 
simple vocative md&teQ in Luke 11.2 presupposes the simple “Abba.” 
The Matthean version “Our Father in heaven” more strongly expresses 
the distance again. We find the address “Abba” in the Aramaic original 
text—to be sure, in a context that is central for the evangelist—only once 
in the Gospels, namely in Mark 14.36, where the evangelist consciously 
has Jesus’ prayer in Gethsemane begin with this word. However, it also 
lies behind the absolute 6 matye or matEQ in Matthew and Luke.” Even 
the Greek-speaking mission communities of Paul take over this Aramaic 
prayer-cry as a Spirit-effected expression of their assurance of faith.”° The 
concern here is with the first word of the Lord’s Prayer, which is also 
known to them.”’ What is peculiar here is that Jesus often speaks of “your 
Father” vis-a-vis the disciples but of “my Father” in relation to himself, 
whereas he never gathers together himself and the disciples with an “our 
Father.’’*® Behind this probably stands the uniqueness of his relation to God 
and his special consciousness of his sonship (Sohnesbewuftsein), which 
could be designated as the “secret of his sonship” (Sohnesgeheimnis) and 
which is inseparably connected with his messianic sending. For the Syn- 
optic Gospels the pronouncement of the voice from heaven at the baptism 
of Jesus —“You are my beloved Son, with you I am well pleased” — has the 
character of a commissioning of Jesus for his “messianic service.””? Here 
the decisive difference between Jesus and the Baptist already becomes 
clear for them, which is then intensified further by the Fourth Evangelist. 
With the Lord’s Prayer he teaches his disciples how they are to pray to the 
Father, because they are his children. 


5 Matthew 11.25; Luke 10.21; 11.2; 22.42; 23.34, 46. 

26 Romans 8.15; Gal 4.6. 

77 Jeremias 1966a; Philonenko 2002; Hengel 2004a, 173. 

8.6 matio Dudv: Mark 11.25; Luke 6.36; 12.30, 32; especially often in Matthew in 
the Sermon on the Mount: 5.16, 45, 48 (cf. Luke 6.36); 6.1, 14-15, 32; 7.11; but also 10.20, 
29; 18.14; 23.9; see in addition 6 mathe ov: 7.21; 10.32-33; 11.27 (= Luke 10.22); 15.13; 
16.17; 18.10, 19, 35. 

?° Mark 1.11; Hengel 2004a and section 10.1 with note 11. 
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The Prophetic-Messianic Miracle Worker' 


In the earliest non-Christian mention of Jesus at all, the Testimonium 
Flavianum of Flavius Josephus, which arose ca. 90 CE, his “astonishing 
deeds,” maodd0Ea €eya, are emphasized as a special characteristic of 
this “messiah.”’ This judgment confirms the New Testament tradition. 


EXCURSUS 
The Miracle Stories 


Traditionally the numerous variant rich seams in the four Gospels about the 
miraculous deeds of Jesus are assigned to different genres. In overview these 
include: 


: Hengel/Hengel 1959; 1980 (= Hengel 2007b, 1-27); Pesch 1970; Theissen 1983 
(GV = 1974); Hengel 1984a, 16ff. (ET = 1985b, 11ff.); Bultmann 1963, 218-44 (GV = 
1995, 233-60); Twelftree 1993; 1999; 2017; Van Uytfanghe 2001; Meier 1994, 509-1038; 
Theissen/Merz 1998, 281-313 (GV = 1997, 256-83); Dunn 2003b, 667—96. On the con- 
cept of faith, see Roloff 1970, 141ff.; Betz/Grimm 1977. 

? Josephus, Ant. 18.63: Hv yao (sc. Inootc) magaddEwv ~oymv mouths. For 
the meaning of magddo0Eoc Rengstorf’s Josephus concordance (Rengstorf 1973-1983, 
III: 288) provides the translation “unexpected, surprising, astonishing, unordinary, rare, 
strange, unbelievable, miraculous.” These different nuances are heard here. On the mean- 
ing of the word, see also Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 1244—45. On the question of the Chris- 
tian editing of the passage, see section 3.1.3 with note 82 and section 6.3 with note 58. As 
“so-called anointed one,” which is not meant negatively, Josephus mentions Jesus in his 
note about the stoning of James, the brother of the Lord (Ant. 20.200: tov GdeApov Inoot 
tov Aeyouévov XeLotov). 
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1. Summaries (Sammelberichte) 


With these notices the evangelists emphasize among other things that they 
cannot recount all of the healings of Jesus.* Their use in Mark served as a 
model for the others, for example (1) Mark 1.32ff. = Luke 4.40-41 = Matt 
8.16; (2) Mark 1.39 = Matt 4.23-24 (cf. Matt 9.35); (3) Mark 3.10ff. = Luke 
6.17ff. (cf. Matt 12.15-16); (4) Mark 6.55-56 = Matt 14.35-36. Beyond this, 
in Luke the women whom Jesus healed are mentioned by name in a short, 
historically valuable reference (8.2-3);* a general reference to the healing of 
sick people also appears in the question of the Baptist (Luke 7.21). In an 
exaggerating way, Matthew likes to add “all” sick and sicknesses to his Mar- 
kan Vorlage (Matt 4.23-24; 8.16-17), and in 21.14, in contrast to Mark and 
Luke, he recounts healings in Jerusalem. John does not use any summaries, 
but the hyperbolic concluding verses of John 20.30 and 21.25 are reminiscent 
of them. 


2. Healings and exorcisms 


These form the majority of the miracle stories.* Mark is also foundational 
for the individual stories. Luke and Matthew follow him with their Synoptic 
parallel accounts, with Matthew usually shortening the stories: 


(1) the possessed man in the synagogue: Mark 1.23-26 = Luke 4.33-35; 

(2) the healing of Peter’s mother-in-law: Mark 1.30-31 = Luke 4.38-39 = 
Matt 8.14-15; 

(3) the leper: Mark 1.40-44 = Luke 5.12-14 = Matt 8.2-4; 

(4) the paralytic: Mark 2.1-12 = Luke 5.17-26 = Matt 9.1-8; 

(5) the man with the paralyzed hand: Mark 3.1-6 = Luke 6.6-11 = Matt 
12.9-14; 

(6) the Gerasene demoniac: Mark 5.1-20 = Luke 8.26-39 = Matt 8.28-34; 

(7) the daughter of Jairus: Mark 5.21-24, 35-43 = Luke 8.40-42, 49-56 = 
Matt 9.18-19, 23-26; 

(8) the woman with a flow of blood: Mark 5.25-34 = Luke 8.43-48 = Matt 
9.20-22; 

(9) the daughter of the Syrophoenician woman: Mark 7.24-30 = Matt 
15.21-28; 

(10) the deaf man with a speech impediment: Mark 7.31-37 = Matt 15.29-31; 


3 On this, see in more detail section 16.1; cf. also Meier 1994, 618. 

4 On this, cf. section 16.1; Aune 1980, 1524; Meier 1994, 618, 635 n. 7; Stuhlmacher 
2018, 95ff. (GV = 1992, 81ff.); Wilckens 2002-2005, I/1: 139-63. 

> Aune 1980, 1524, and Meier 1994, 618, 635 n. 7, count six exorcisms and seven 
healings (including the raisings of the dead), with Meier rightly pointing out that the tradi- 
tional form-critical divisions fall short of the mark. 
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(11) the blind man at Bethsaida: Mark 8.22-26; 

(12) the possessed boy: Mark 9.14-29 = Luke 9.37-43 = Matt 17.14-21; 

(13) blind Bartimaeus: Mark 10.46-52 = Luke 18.35-43 = Matt 20.29-34 (cf. 
Matt 9.27-31); 

Only in Luke and Matthew: 

(14) the mute (Matthew: and blind) demoniac: Luke 11.14(-23) = Matt 
12.22-23(-30); 

In Lukan special material: 

(15) the bent woman: Luke 13.10-17; 

(16) the man with dropsy: Luke 14.1-6; 

(17) the ten lepers: Luke 17.11-19; 

(18) the ear of the high priest’s servant: Luke 22.50-51. 

Special material in John: 

(19) the paralytic at the pool of Bethesda: John 5.1-9; 

(20) the man born blind: John 9. 

Material common to Luke, Matthew, and John: 

(21) the healing from a distance of the slave of the centurion: Luke 7.1-10; 
Matt 8.5-13; of the son of a royal official: John 4.46b-54. 


3. Raisings of the dead 
From the Synoptic tradition we can adduce here the daughter of Jairus (see 


heading 2, number 7 above); Luke 7.11-16 (special material): the young man 
in Nain; further John 11 (special material): Lazarus. 


4. Epiphany miracles 
The walking on the sea can be classified here form-critically (Mark 6.45-52 


= Matt 14.22-33 = John 6.16-21); further, the transfiguration (Mark 9.2-10; 
Luke 9.28-36; Matt 17.1-9). The Easter stories, too, are epiphany stories. 


5. Gift miracles 


The feeding of the four thousand (Mark 8.1-9 = Matt 15.32-38); the feeding 
of the five thousand occurs in all four Gospels (Mark 6.35-44; Luke 9.12-17; 
Matt 14.15-21; John 6.5-13). There are two variants of the miraculous catch 
of fish (Luke 5.1-11; John 21.1-11). The wine miracle in Cana (2.1-11) 
is Johannine special material. The coin in the fish’s mouth (Matt 17.24-27) is 
Matthean special material. 


6. Rescue miracles 


The stilling of the storm can be designated as a rescue miracle (Mark 4.35-41; 
Luke 8.22-25; Matt 8.23-27); the rescue of the sinking Peter in Matt 14.28-33 
(special material) can also be assigned here. 


490 Jesus and Judaism 


7. Punitive miracles 


For this genre, which was popular in the Old Testament, early Judaism, and 
later in Christianity, there is only the example of the withered fig tree (Mark 
11.12-14, 20-25 = Matt 21.18-22). 


Thematically related to the miracle stories are the references to Jesus’ fore- 
knowledge and to his superhuman knowledge of the hearts of others.° They 
also underline the portrayal of him as a messianic miracle worker: 

Jesus perceives the thoughts of his opponents (Mark 2.8 = Luke 5.22 
= Matt 9.4; Luke 11.17 = Matt 12.25), he announces the destruction of the 
temple (Mark 13.2 = Luke 19.43-44; 21.6, 20; Matt 23.38; 24.2); the “sign of 
Jonah” could also have originally referred to the destruction of Jerusalem.’ 
The passion predictions, which are elaborated in the Gospels, have retained 
their original form in Luke 12.50; 13.33 and Mark 9.31a; 10.38-39 (cf. Mark 
8.31; 10.33-34; Luke 9.22, 44; 17.25; 18.32-33; 24.7; Matt 16.21; 17.22-23; 
20.18-19; 26.2; John 12.32-33). Mark already portrays the preparation of the 
entry into Jerusalem and the careful choice of the place for the last Pass- 
over meal as sovereign foreknowledge. The announcement of Peter’s denial 
(Mark 14.30 = Luke 22.34 = Matt 26.34 = John 13.38) and the announce- 
ment of the betrayal by Judas Iscariot (Mark 14.18-21 = Luke 22.21-22 = 
Matt 26.21-24; John 6.64; 13.10-11, 21-27) are presumably not vaticinia ex 
eventu. We could also adduce the promise of martyrdom to the two sons of 
Zebedee (Mark 10.39-40 = Matt 20.23). The prediction of suffering to the 
disciples as well as their future fasting (Mark 2.20 parr.) are probably shaped 
by post-Easter experiences. This also applies to the Synoptic apocalypse in 
Mark 13.3-37 parr.® 

John emphasizes the superhuman knowledge of Jesus most strongly; cf. 
1.48: “before Philip called you, I saw you under the fig tree”; 2.4b: “my 
hour has not yet come”; 4.17-18 in relation to the Samaritan woman: “you 
have no husband”; 6.61: Jesus knows of his own accord the grumbling of the 
disciples; 11.14: Lazarus is already dead; 13.1, 3; 18.4: “Since Jesus knew 
everything that was coming upon him .. .”; cf. 19.28; he also announces mar- 
tyrdom to Peter (13.36; 21.18-19). 


© Thus also Meier 1994, 618. 


7 Luke 11.29; Matt 12.39; 16.4; Liv. Pro. 10.8; cf. Schwemer 1995/1996, II: 78-82; 


Mittmann-Richert 2000, 170; on this, see section 16.1 with note 33. 


®’ The authenticity of Mark 13.3-27 has now been vehemently defended by Pitre 2005, 


231-53, 264-92, 264-92, 348-79. 
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16.1 The Healings of Jesus as Signs of His Messianic Authority 


“By far the deepest impression Jesus made upon his contemporaries was 
as an exorcist and a healer.” This sentence occurs not in a theological 
monograph but in the Jesus book of the ancient historian Michael Grant.’ 
Relatively independently of one another, Mark, Luke, Matthew, and in 
his own way John testify to the fact that for the Galilean rural population 
Jesus’ healing miracles possessed an even stronger appeal and attracted 
even greater attention than his preaching and yet also to the fact that the 
two cannot be separated. This applies first to the summaries of healings 
and exorcisms, which usually receive too little attention. They are not 
simply free redactional formations of the evangelists in the configuration 
of the “framework” of the Gospels, but go back as manifestations of a 
“collective memory” to kerygmatic summaries in primitive Christian mis- 
sionary preaching, which were then paradigmatically illustrated in addi- 
tion through concrete individual stories. This means that “summaries” and 
individual stories already stood alongside each other in the missionary 
preaching, which was based on oral tradition and belonged necessarily to 
the narrated “story of Jesus” from the beginning, with its wording being 
quite variable in detail.'° The great extent to which we are standing on 
historically secure ground in the case of the healings—independent of the 
wording of the individual “miracle stories” —is shown by the conspicuous 
self-witness of Jesus, in which he points to his “deeds of power.”'! Thus in 
woe sayings about the Galilean places, which we have already mentioned 
multiple times:!” 


° Grant 1977, 31. Cf. note 2 above on the Testimonium Flavianum. 

!0. Cf. Mark 1.32ff., 39 = Luke 4.40-41; Mark 3.10ff., cf. Luke 5.15; Mark 6.12-13, 56: 
on this, see the discussion of the summaries in the excursus above. 

i duvapeic; Hebrew: g*biirét; Aramaic: g‘biirata’. The word in the sense of “deed 
of power’’/“miracle” in Mark 6.2, 5; 9.39; Luke 10.13; 19.37; Matt 7.22; 11.20-23; 13.54, 
58; 14.2. Tellingly, John does not have it. He loves the hermeneutically considered term 
onuetov/onpeta, while the Synoptic Jesus rejects “signs” for his legitimation. Only the 
false messiahs and prophets do onusia xa TEQaTa, in order to lead the community astray 
(Mark 13.22 = Matt 24.24, cf. 2 Thess 2.9). It is a Septuagint formula. See also John 4.48. 
The term téQatc, which is familiar from the Septuagint, is completely lacking. We find this 
Old Testament formula all the more frequently in Acts and twice in Paul (Rom 15.19: év 
OuVaLEL ONLELWV ZXAL TEQATOV, Ev SUVALEL MvEvULWATOS Beod, 2 Cor 12.12: He has done 
onueta tod Go0oTOAOV in Corinth: onpelois te ual TEQaoLV xaL SuVepEOLv). These 
“signs of an apostle” are an expression of the transference of the messianic authority of 
Jesus to the messengers of Jesus; see section 11.7. For the primitive community the deeds 
of Jesus are “incomparable” and at the same time “exemplary.” 

Luke 10.13, 15 = Matt 11.21, 23a; see also section 12.2 with note 66. 
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Woe to you Chorazin, 

Woe to you Bethsaida, 

For if in Tyre and Sidon there had been deeds of power, 
which happened among you, 

they would have long sat in sackcloth and ashes 

and would have repented. 

And you, Capernaum, will you be exalted to heaven? 
You shall be brought down to the underworld! 


Matthew adds: 


For if in Sodom there had been deeds of power, 

which happened in you, it would exist until today. 

But I say to you: it will be more tolerable for the land of Sodom on the day 
of judgment than for you." 


Here an “enthusiastic” self-assessment of his buvduets by Jesus becomes 
visible, which becomes comprehensible only through his preaching of the 
kingdom of God and of judgment. 

The other key word concerns Jesus’ “authority” and is related more 
strongly to his teaching. In the first appearance of Jesus according to Mark, 
the inhabitants of Capernaum, after the exorcism in the synagogue, were 
deeply impressed by his teaching, for he taught as “one having authority"* 
and not as the scribes.” Through the healing of the paralytic’? Jesus empha- 
sizes that “the Son of Man also has authority to forgive sins.”’'® On the 
basis of his deed “all are astonished, praise God, and say: We have never 
seen such a thing.” Jesus’ “deeds of power” (Suvdpetc) and his message 
proclaimed in authority are closely related to each other. The deeds are a 
fundamental part of his announcement of the “kingdom of God that is in 
the process of realization.’”’!’ In the sending out tradition it is Jesus himself 
who gives his disciples “authority” over unclean spirits, so that they, like 


'3 Matthew 11.23-24; cf. Luke 10.12. On the key word “Sodom,” see also Rev 11.8, 
related to Jerusalem. On the judgment, see the end of section 10.3. 

4 Mark 1.22: aco éEovoiav tywv; cf. 1.27: Sway navi) xat’ éEovotav, cf. Matt 
7.29. Behind this stands Hebrew rdSiit, Aramaic resiitd’; see Jastrow 1903, II: 1449-50. On 
this, see the end of section 11.2 with note 46. 

'® Mark 2.1-12 = Luke 5.17-26 = Matt 9.1-8. 

'6 Mark 2.10: Sti €Eovoiav &yet 6 vids TOD AvOOdnOV Ahtévat Gpaotiacg ém TH> 
yfjs = Luke 5.24 = Matt 9.6. Cf. the choral conclusion of Matt 9.8: €60Eao0av TOV BEdv 
TOV SOvTG EEOVOLAV TOLAUTHV, i.e., the authority to heal and forgive sins. 

'’ These relatively varied references to reactions of the onlookers of Jesus’ miracles 
cannot simply be invalidated through the form-critical argument that here we are deal- 
ing with the narratively necessarily choral conclusion of the miracle story. These choral 
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he himself, perform exorcisms and heal the sick.'* Such an authorization 
exceeds the ability of a prophet; it was for the evangelists a messianic act. 
Here too Jesus acts in the place of God. 

The central eschatological significance of his deeds is emphasized 
through his answer to the question of the Baptist, which has already been 
quoted multiple times.'? Luke has placed it after the paradigmatic Sermon 
on the Plain at the beginning of his collection of sayings of Jesus and 
inserted between them only the healing of the slave of the centurion of 
Capernaum and the raising of the young man of Nain, so that the question 
of the Baptist has been illustrated by at least two examples of Jesus’ mirac- 
ulous gift of healing and his ability to raise the dead.”° He strengthens this 
impression through the insertion of a summary of Jesus’ intensive heal- 
ing activity at the time’! when the messengers of the Baptist arrive. Jesus 
exhorts them: “Go and tell John what you have seen and heard” (Luke 7.22 
= Matt 11.4). The “messianic—salvation-historical” grounding of his action 
becomes visible in his answer. It is a matter of the fulfillment of the Isai- 
anic promises of the deaf hearing, the blind seeing, and the rising of the 
dead,” which find their summary and climax in Isa 61.1ff., where there is 
talk of the proclamation of the good news to the poor by the eschatological 
prophet “anointed by the Spirit.” This mtwyot evayyedtCovtat, in turn, 
refers back to the beginning of the Sermon on the Plain with the beati- 
tude on the poor. From the Qumran text that was quoted in detail above it 


conclusions are too different to simply be set aside historically through the reference to 
form criticism. They ultimately go back to the impact of the deeds of Jesus. 

'8 Mark 6.7: €d(50u abtoic Eovotav TOV MVEVUATOV TOV GxAOGOTWV; 6.12-13. 
They proclaim repentance, cast out many demons, anoint many sick with oil and heal them. 
In the case of the anointing with oil we are dealing with a custom of the primitive Christian 
community; cf. James 5.14-15. Cf. also Mark 3.15; Luke 9.1; 10.19; Matt 10.3. By con- 
trast, in Mark 11.28ff. parr. he refuses to answer the hierarchs’ question about the origin of 
his €ovoto with respect to his activity in the temple. 

91 uke 7.21-23; Matt 11.4-6; see section 10.5 and section 12.2 with notes 74—76. 

0 Luke 7.1-10, 11-18: The disciples of the Baptist proclaim to him in prison meot 
MAVTWV TOUTOV (Vv. 18). 

*! Luke 7.21: év éxe(vy tf ea EVeQdnevoev NOAAODS AO VOowV xai LAOTYOV 
XAL MVEVLATOV TOVHOAV xal TUdAcic MOAAOIs Exaoeioato Prémetv. Luke, the “beloved 
physician” (Col 4.14), makes no distinction between bodily defects and possession. Jesus 
“heals” both. Oggamevew appears five times in Mark, fourteen times in Luke, and sixteen 
times in Matthew. John has it, since he does not know of any summaries, only once in 5.10 
as a participle. Luke has id4o@au ten times, Matthew three times (once as a quotation of Isa 
6.10), Mark only once, and John three times (once as a quotation of Isa 6.10). The healing 
terminology in the Gospels is almost as frequent as the terminology of proclamation and 
teaching. 

*? Luke 7.21-22 = Matt 11.4-5; on this, see Isa 26.19; 29.18; 35.5-6; 42.18. 


494 Jesus and Judaism 


becomes clear that messianic motifs are involved not only in the Christian 
interpretation but already in the Jewish expectation.”° 
We encounter there a prophetic messiah image, configured on the basis 
of Isa 61.1ff., which differs in a not insignificant way from the usual royal- 
militaristic image, which was largely regarded as the exclusive image up 
to now. In 11QMelch I 18, we already find a mysterious “Spirit-anointed” 
masi*h ha-rit*h), who is identical with the “bringer of good news” from Isa 
52.7 and to whom the predicates from Isa 61.1-3 are related.** The Jewish 
messianology before 70 CE was richer than the Pharisaic-rabbinic mes- 
sianology with its more strongly political conceptions, as they are found in 
Pss. Sol. 17 and later in the targums. In Qumran different Messiah figures 
are already known: the priestly Messiah as teacher, the sovereign “shoot of 
David” as war hero,” and the prophetic Messiah as Spirit-bearer. To these 
one can add from Dan 7.13 the mysterious figure of the “(son of) man.””6 
Here overlaps were natural. Through these texts an entirely new light falls 
on the controversial question of the messiahship of Jesus.”’ 
Luke already takes up this theme in Jesus’ failed “inaugural sermon” 
in his hometown of Nazareth, where he has him interpret Isa 61.1 and 2: 
“The Spirit of the Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me. . .. Today 
this Scripture is fulfilled before your ears.” Amazed at Jesus’ “graceful 
words,” the Nazarenes pose the counterquestion: “Is this not the son of 
Joseph?” Thereupon Jesus provokes his fellow citizens. He categori- 
cally refuses to perform the healings that he did in Capernaum also in his 
hometown and refers to the prophetic miracles of Elijah in the case of the 
Phoenican widow of Zarephath and the healing of the leprous Syrian Naa- 
man by Elisha, 1.e., deeds that took place for the hated pagan neighbors, 
a provocation that leads to the incensed Nazarenes wanting to throw him 


3 4Q521; on this, see section 4.5 with note 201 and the end of section 10.4. 

** On this, see Zimmermann 1998, 389-412. 

*> Tn contrast to the Pharisaic and rabbinic texts, the title “king” (melek), was avoided; 
he was called, following Ezekiel, only “prince” (ndsi’) and placed in rank behind the 
eschatological high priest. According to his coins, Bar Kokhba also took this title. See 
Zimmermann 1998, 46-127; Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 544; Hengel 1996a, 349, and the end 
of section 17.1 below. 

6 The Son of Man of Dan 7.13 is not found in the preserved Qumran texts but could 
not have been completely unknown there since the book of Daniel was highly valued in 
Qumran and available in numerous exemplars in the library: 11QMelch I 18-19 quotes 
Dan 9.25 and Isa 52.7 with the “bringer of good news” in connection with the “Spirit- 
anointed.” On the Son of Man problem, see section 17.4.1. 

7 Zimmermann 1998, 8ff.; 535 index, s.v. “Jesus Christus.” Mark 13.22 = Matt 24.24 
mentions WevdooyxeLotot and pwevdoreod#tat in one breath almost as hendiadys. On the 
problem, see Schwemer 2001b, 165-230. 
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off a cliff. The passion is already foreshadowed here in Luke.”* This Lukan 
beginning of the public activity of Jesus shows that the first Christian “his- 
torian” views Jesus, on the basis of Isa 61.1, as a “prophetic anointed one,” 
who, like Elijah and Elisha, possesses the gift to perform miracles, a char- 
acteristic that recedes in the case of the Pharisaic royal Messiah. With this 
Luke has rightly grasped the special messianic character of the activity 
of Jesus. For him prophetic and royal Davidic Messiah do not form an 
opposition. This basically applies to all the evangelists, including John.” 

Thus, for Luke and the other evangelists the eschatological proclama- 
tion of Jesus and the prophetic-messianic 6uvdépetc (or in John onueta) 
form an inseparable unity from the beginning. This also becomes visible 
in Jesus’ answer to the Pharisees’ warning about Herod Antipas’ desire to 
kill Jesus according to Luke. Here Jesus’ healing activity stands entirely 
in the foreground: 


Go and say to this fox: Behold, I am casting out demons and perform- 
ing healings today and tomorrow. And on the third day I am completed. 
However, today and tomorrow I must wander. For it cannot be that a 
prophet would die outside of Jerusalem.” 


This distinctive text in which Jesus is again designated—against post- 
Easter Christology—as a prophet proves how much his healing activity, 
grounded in various Isaiah texts, stood at the center of his activity. The 


8 Luke 4.16-30. The whole is an artificial Lukan composition, which already presages 
Jesus’ way into the passion. On this, see Mittmann-Richert 2008. The motif of provocation 
and collective reaction is also found in the passion story in Luke 22.66ff. and in the martyr- 
dom of Stephen in Acts 7. Luke is partly dependent on Mark 6.1-6, where the Nazarenes, 
deeply shocked (€€emAhHooovto), ask about Jesus’ codia and Suvduetc: “Is this not... 
the son of Mary?” and “they took offense at him (¢oxavéaAtCovto)”; cf. Luke 7.23 par. In 
addition, Luke has Jesus quote Mark 6.4 in his provoking speech: “No prophet is welcome 
in his hometown.” Moreover, he has also incorporated older traditions of his own. We can 
no longer clearly separate pre-Lukan tradition and the evangelist’s redaction. By contrast 
Matt 13.53-58 follows closely and shortens the Markan narrative. Here, he takes his orien- 
tation from the Peter student Mark. See section 6.4.3. 

?° See the end of section 17.1. 

30 Luke 13.32-33; on Jesus as messianic prophet, see Luke 4.18-27; 7.39 and above 
all 24.19-21. Here the “eschatological prophet” is joined with the messianic “redeemer.” 
See also Mark 6.4; 8.28 parr.; Matt 21.10-11; John 6.14-15 and the end of section 17.1. 
According to the verdict of the three Synoptics, it was especially Jesus’ “deeds of power” 
that impressed the tetrarch: Mark 6.14: “John the Baptist has risen from the dead, therefore 
the (miraculous) powers (Suvéuetc) are at work through him” = Matt 14.2; cf. Luke 9.7. 
Herod hears of “everything that happened (through Jesus)” and is unsettled (Suj26¢QEeL). 
According to the Lukan account of the passion, “Herod hoped to see a sign (onUetov) from 
him” and urged him to this; Jesus, however, persistently kept silent (Luke 23.8-9). 
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people understood him initially as “eschatological prophet,” who contin- 
ued or, better, completed the work of the Baptist, though in an entirely dif- 
ferent way. The boundary between this prophet and the Messiah was fluid. 
However, Jesus clearly crossed it in the course of his activity. When Paul, 
in Rom 15.8, says that Christ became “the servant of the circumcision”?! to 
fulfill the promises to the fathers, he may have especially had in mind this 
part of the activity of Jesus, which was prefigured by the Isaianic prom- 
ises and also included the “service” of the “servant of God.” On the other 
hand, Jesus, according to the witness of the Synoptic Gospels, decisively 
rejected the exhortation to demonstrate his end-time prophetic-messianic 
authority through a /egitimation sign. According to Mark 8.11-12, the 
Pharisees demanded from him “a sign from heaven.” Jesus rejected this 
categorically: “Why does this generation demand a sign? Amen, I say to 
you: In no way will a sign be given to this generation!”*” In the sayings 
tradition*’ the answer runs as follows: To this “evil generation” “no sign 
will be given except for the sign of Jonah,” which refers to Jonah’s preach- 
ing of repentance in Nineveh before the impending punitive judgment: 
“For as Jonah became a sign to the inhabitants of Nineveh, so will the Son 
of Man be to this generation.” The pagan inhabitants of Nineveh spon- 
taneously repent at Jonah’s announcement of judgment. By contrast, the 
present majority of his people, “this generation,’** does not heed Jesus’s 
message and refuses to repent. In a similar way to the woes against Chora- 
zin, Bethsaida, and Capernaum, this saying points to a “crisis” during the 
Galilean activity of Jesus. 

The crisis is based not only on the opposition of the religious authori- 
ties and the threat from Herod Antipas and his henchmen. With respect 
to his preaching of the dawning kingdom of God, Jesus probably also 
had opponents among the simple population. The accusation against 
these places becomes comprehensible only in this way. The opposition 
in his hometown of Nazareth also points in this direction. Failures in 
the healings may also have contributed to this, though these are not, of 


31 The phrase Sucxovoc yeyevijo0at meottopfjs also evokes Jesus as “servant of 
God”; cf. Mark 10.45 and Luke 22.27 év pé0m UUDV eit WS O SLAXOVOV; on this, see Matt 
12.16-21 with the quotation from Isa 42.1-4, 9 and Acts 10.38, which alludes to Isa 61.1. 

32 Mark 8.1 1-12; in expanded form in Matt 16.1-4 (cf. Luke 12.54, 56). With the nega- 
tion et doOnoetat Mark 8.12 contains a clear Hebraism: see Blass/Debrunner/Rehkopf 
1984, 384-85 § 454.5, corresponding to the Hebrew negating ’im; cf. Heb 3.11; 4.3, 5 with 
the quotation from Ps 95(94).11 LXX. 

*? Luke 11.29-32; cf. Matt 12.38-42. 

34H veved aity is a dominical expression: Mark 8.12, 38; 13.30; Luke 7.31 = Matt 
11.16 and elsewhere; see section 17.4.1.1. Cf. the interpretation of the sign of Jonah with 
reference to the destruction in Jerusalem in Liv. Pro. 10.8. On this, see note 323 in chap- 
ter 3 and note 7 in the present chapter. 
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course, recounted by the evangelists. Instead, formulaically alluding to 
Old Testament promises, Matthew, already in Jesus’ first appearance in 
Galilee, stresses that he “healed every sickness and every infirmity among 
the people.’*? That there were setbacks is shown by his failure in Naz- 
areth according to Mark, where “he could do no deed of power,”*° and 
the—unique—drastic warning against backsliding in the case of possessed 
persons, where the demon that has been cast out returns with seven others 
“and the last condition of that person is worse than the first was.” Matthew 
adds and generalizes: “Thus it will happen with this evil generation.” In 
reality, this is a graphically recounted example,*’ behind which exorcistic 
experiences may stand. The evangelists understandably tend to present the 
successes of Jesus as preacher and miracle worker, at least in part, in an 
exaggerated way and usually restrict the opposition to the leaders of the 
people. This may also be connected with the memory of the sovereignty 
of Jesus’ activity. 

In its eschatological enthusiasm inspired by the gift of the Spirit, prim- 
itive Christianity continued the claim to do “deeds of power” as Jesus 
himself, although the terminology changed to some extent. This is attested 
not only by the Synoptic sending out tradition, which ultimately goes back 
to an initiative of Jesus himself,* and by Acts, but also by Paul, who, 
in relation to the Romans who were unknown to him, self-confidently 
stresses that through him Christ “worked for the obedience of the Gentiles 
in word and deed by the power of signs and wonders, by the power of the 
Spirit of God.”*’ As so often, here too an unmistakable continuity between 
Jesus’ activity and the early community extending to the Pauline mission 
becomes visible. It should not be denied any longer. 

As fulfillment of the prophetic promises in the present, the healing 
miracles of Jesus belong to the present aspect of his proclamation of the 


3° Matthew 4.23: Oeoamevwv madoav vOoov ual macoav pahaxiav év tO KAM; cf. 
9.35; 10.1; 12.15. In Matt 8.17 this is grounded with a Reflexionszitat (reflection citation) 
from Isa 53.4 (according to the MT). See also 53.3: ei6mc HéQELV LAAGxtav and Ps 103.3b 
(102.3 LXX): tov inpevov MA0ac TAS VOOOUS Gov; see further Exod 23.25: Gmo0TOéWoo 
Wahaxiav Ad’? VUOV. 

36 Mark 6.5: ob é50vato éxei roLfjoat OVSeulav Siva; on this, see section 8.3 
with note 71. 

*7 Luke 11.24-26 = Matt 12.43-45. 

*8 Mark 6.7-13 = Luke 9.1-6 = Matt 10.5ff.; cf. Luke 10. 1ff.; see section 11.7. 

39 Romans 15.18-19; 2 Cor 12.12; see note 11 above; on this, see Theissen 1983, 
282-83 (GV = 1974, 278-79). Paul’s problem was that for his opponents in Corinth, who 
probably could appeal to Peter himself or his messengers, “these signs and wonders” were 
not enough because the latter showed themselves to be even more proficient therein. Cf. 
2 Cor 11.4 on the proclamation of these messengers. On this, see Hengel 2010a, 76-77, 93 
(GV = 2006b, 124-25, 152). 
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kingdom of God, with this presupposing—as shown especially by the 
exorcisms—a situation of conflict and a dualistic background. Gerd The- 
issen has fittingly described the subject matter: 


Satan has fallen from heaven (Lk 10.18); his kingdom is disintegrat- 
ing (Mk 3.24-26), his house being plundered (3.27). The casting out of 
demons is the first sign of the arrival of the rule of God (Mt 12.28). The 
end of the negative has already come; the web of evil around this passing 
world has already been torn.*° 


Because such decisive signs occur already here and now, Jesus can largely 
forgo dualistic and apocalyptic pictures of the future. To be sure, we would 
not go on to say with Theissen: “The realization of the positive is still to 
come.” Rather, as the contrast parables show, this has—even though it 
is inconspicuous, unrecognized, and met with hostility—already begun. 
When sick persons are healed, Satanic powers are conquered, sins are for- 
given, hate and worry are overcome, and in the joy of liberation honor 
is given to the heavenly Father, then the “realization of the positive” is 
already at work for the one “who has ears to hear” and “eyes to see." 
Jesus’ message can, of course, also effect the opposite, hardening, and, as 
a consequence, God’s judgment. This is shown already by his failure in his 
hometown, the reproaches against the Galilean places on the Lake of Gen- 
nesaret, and the polemic against this “evil and adulterous generation.” 
The evangelists, especially Mark, intensify this motif to the general hard- 
ening of the whole people, which, according to the quotation from Isa 
6.9-10, is effected by God himself.’ Later, John connects the hardening 
motif directly with the question of miracles: “Although he had performed 
so many signs before them, they did not believe in him, so that the word 
of the prophet Isaiah would be fulfilled, which he had said: ‘Lord, who has 
believed our preaching .. . ?’”* Indeed, “they could not believe because 
Isaiah again had said: ‘He has made their eyes blind and their heart hard, in 


40 Theissen 1983, 279 (GV = 1974, 276). 

“| Mark 4.9, 23; 7.16; 8.18; Matt 13.16 (= Luke 10.23) and elsewhere. 

42 Cf. Matt 12.45; 16.4; 17.17; Mark 8.38; Luke 9.41; 11.29 and elsewhere; see section 
ALA: 

43 Mark 4.11-12: Jesus speaks in parables in order that (’va) the “people may not 
understand and repent”; Matt 13.13 weakens and has Ott instead of (va. See further Luke 
8.10; Acts 28.26-27; and Mittmann-Richert 2008. On this, see also section 17.3.2 with 
notes 82-84. 

44 John 12.37-41; John quotes the word of the servant of God, Isa 53.1, and Isa 6.10. 
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order that they not see with the eyes and understand with the heart... .””* 
For John, who, like Paul before him, thinks in a strictly predestinarian way, 
the signs of Jesus, which are especially astonishing precisely in his work, 
have an ambivalent, indeed a negative effect. The faith that is effected 
through them can be deceptive, a fact that Jesus perceives from the begin- 
ning.*° Here we can see a broad later reflection on the connection between 
Jesus’ activity and his external foundering on the unbelief of his compatri- 
ots in Galilee and in Jerusalem. The Markan “hardening theory’’*’ belongs 
already in the context of the hostile reaction of his opponents—which 
was difficult to understand for the disciples and even more for the later 
community—to Jesus’ prophetic-messianic activity, which led in the end 
to his way of suffering as “servant of God,” to his being handed over to 
Pilate and to his execution. 


16.2 Demand for Faith and Miracles 


That Jesus himself reckoned with real bavudoua,* i.e., deeds that evoked 
extreme amazement, indeed—in conspicuously hyperbolic manner of 
expression—with what is in itself “impossible for human beings,” is 
shown by his demand for faith—which was not yet oriented to the later 
church “kerygma” and also not directly to his message — in God’s omnipo- 
tence, which he expresses with examples that contradict all experience and 
are almost offensive for his hearers. 

Mark 11.22-23 has a distinctive saying follow the cursing of the 
fig tree: 


45 John 12.39-40 = Isa 6.10; cf. Rom 11.8. See also the end of section 16.2 and section 
17.3.2 with notes 82-84. 

46 John 2.23-24; cf. 3.2; 4.48: Jesus’ criticism; 6.2, 14, 26. 

47 Mark 4.10-12; see section 11.3 with note 64. See also section 17.3.2 with notes 
82-84. 

48 Matthew 21.15: The opponents in the temple see Ta Oavucore & Exo(noev (Itala/ 
Vulgata: mirabilia); on this, see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 716-17. In the Septuagint the 
word occurs alongside the synonymous O0avupaotds ca. thirty times in the Psalms and then 
also in Sirach as translation of words based on the root pl’, which also appear frequently in 
the Qumran texts and refer to God’s miracle and creation and (salvation-)history. We also 
find it frequently in Josephus and Philo. See also the multiple references to the DavudCetv 
at Jesus’ deeds: Mark 5.20: xai m&vtec EOavbuaCov, Luke 8.25: popyOévtes 5é EOabUG- 
oav; 9.43; 11.14; 20.26; Matt 8.27; 9.33; 15.31; 21.20; John 7.15, 21. 
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Have faith in God. Amen, I say to you, whoever says to this mountain 
“be taken up and thrown into the sea” and does not doubt in his heart, 
but believes that what he says happens, it will happen for him.” 


In Luke we find a small apothegm, in which the configuration comes from 
him. To the apostle’s petition “Give us faith!” Jesus answers: 


If you have faith as a mustard seed and you would say to this sycamore 
tree, be uprooted and planted in the sea, it would also obey you.*° 


Since the petition does not fit the saying and “the apostles” is a typically 
Lukan linguistic form, the saying in the source of Luke was probably 
unframed, and Luke transformed it out of a certain embarrassment into an 
apothegm. 


A similar embarrassment in the interpretation of the “faith that moves moun- 
tains” occurs in the Gospel of Thomas, where the motif appears twice: “If 
two make peace with each other in the same house, (then) they will say to 
the mountain: ‘move away,’ and it will move,” and “if you make the two one 
you will become sons of men,” 1.e., if you nullify the sexual differentiation 
between the sexes, the same miracle occurs. The saying about the faith that 
moves mountains, which is difficult to understand and even offensive due to 
its hyperbolic character, is domesticated in this gnosticizing late text via sec- 
ondary moralization, which suppresses the decisive motif of faith.*! 


The intention of this enigmatic saying is grasped in a materially correct 
manner in Matt 17.20, which attaches it to the story of the healing of the 
possessed boy in Mark.*” At the same time, due to its offensiveness, Mat- 


4° Cf. Matt 21.21: he intensifies and adds to the mountain also through the fig tree. 
First Cor 13.2 is dependent on this saying. Paul presupposes knowledge of it in Corinth. 

°° Luke 17.5-6. Cf. the planting of a tree as miracle of authentication through Eliezer 
b. Hyrcanus around 100 CE; see b. B. Mes. 59b. On this, see Fiebig 1911, 31ff. Cf. also 
Bill. I: 234. Connections to Jewish Christians were rumored for the charismatic Eliezer b. 
Hyrcanus; see Schafer 2007, 42-51. There is an inner connection between the “faith like 
a mustard seed” and the parable of the kingdom of God (Luke 13.18-19 = Matt 13.31-32): 
that which is unthinkable and miraculous becomes possible; see section 13.2 with notes 
50-51. 

at Gospel of Thomas 48, 106. On the interpretation, see Ménard 1975, 149ff., 204—5. 
The second saying has an even stronger gnosticizing character. 

>? On this, see Matt 17.14-20 after the Vorlage Mark 9.14-28. Matthew 17.21 is a dis- 
ruptive secondary parallel adoption from Mark 9.29. Matthew deletes this statement, prob- 
ably because it does not correspond to his understanding of miracles. In 17.15 he provides 
the more exact “diagnosis”: oeAnvidCetat. Luke 9.37-43 likewise deletes the Markan 
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thew deletes the striking dialogue of Jesus with the father from his Markan 
Vorlage. 


Because the disciples are helpless with regard to the sick child in Mark, the 
despairing father’ turns directly to Jesus: “But if you can do something, help 
us, out of compassion for us.” In response Jesus answers: “With respect to the 
‘if you can do something’: everything is possible for the one who believes.” 
After the moving answer of the Father: “Lord, I believe, help my unbelief!” 
Jesus performs the exorcism. The following question of the disciples to Jesus: 
“Why couldn’t we cast it out?” then answers a problem of the exorcistic prac- 
tice of the community: This kind of demons can be cast out “only through 
prayer.” “Faith” and “miracles” mutually condition each other. 


Unbelief or doubt punishes itself by making miracles impossible, as in 
the case of the rejection of Jesus in Nazareth in Mark 6.5-6 or with the 
sinking Peter in Matt 14.31. That it is not the helpless father but Jesus 
himself who acts and helps is what is meant by the statement “everything 
is possible... > 

Matthew, by contrast, places the difficult-to-understand saying about 
“faith as a mustard seed” in the mouth of Jesus as an answer to the ques- 
tion of the disciples. They could not cast out the demons because of their 
“little faith.”*° 


For Amen, I say to you, if you have faith as a mustard seed, you will say 
to this mountain: Move yourself from here to there, it will move, and 
nothing will be impossible for you. 


dialogue and, in addition, also the question of the incapable disciples. He replaces the lat- 
ter through the form-critically correct “fright” of the onlookers “at the greatness of God” 
(9.43). For Theophilus he wanted to avoid offensive stories as far as possible. 

>> Mark 9.22b. 

4 A great number of manuscripts add “and through fasting.” This reading may be 
more original than the only slimly attested text in NA”’; cf. THGNT, ad loc., which prints 
the longer reading. On the casting out of demons through prayer and fasting, see Liv. Pro. 
4.34, 9, 12, 16. With ei pi) év mEOCEVYT in Mark 9.29 a specific exorcistic “prayer for- 
mula” is certainly not intended but rather the persistent prayer in Spirit-effected authority, 
which is not given to everyone. 

°° Mark 9.23: névta Suvata tH motevovtt. On this, see Hofius 2004a, 136: “The 
emphasis lies on the statement that faith is given that which remains denied to unbelief: 
the miracle of divine help as the deed and gift of the one .. . who has the omnipotence of 
God at his disposal” (136). 

°° Matthew 17.20: Sud tiv OALyomoticav Dudv. The accusation of being OAvyOm- 
otoc probably goes back to Jesus but is typically Matthean; see notes 61-62 below. 
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The first evangelist has intentionally placed this saying at the end of the 
last healing miracle in Galilee and before the second passion prediction. 
From now on such a faith is demanded from the disciples. That this spe- 
cial form of a charismatic “miracle faith” is already well-known to Paul is 
shown by 1| Cor 13.2, where such a faith is not related to the kerygma and 
therefore is useless without love.°’ This “miracle faith” has its analogue 
in the affirmation that in prayer the faith that does not doubt may be certain 
of being answered.** The formula of salvation used by Jesus, “Your faith 
has made you well,” which appears twice in Mark, three times in Luke, and 
once in Matthew, also belongs in this context.°’ The firm faith in the heal- 
ing gift given to Jesus by God is to a certain extent the presupposition of 
miraculous healing. In the narrative of the two blind men who follow Jesus 
and ask for healing from him as Son of David in Matt 9.27-31—which 
is related to the two blind men of Jericho in Matt 20.29-34—Jesus first 
tests their faith: “Do you believe that I can (SUvapat) do this?” They 
answer: “Yes, Lord.” Only then does the healing saying follow: “‘Accord- 
ing to your faith may it happen to you,’ and their eyes were opened.” It 
is therefore only consistent when Jesus, due to the unbelief of his fellow 
citizens in Nazareth, “could (€60vato) do no miracle.” 

The fact that the motif of faith is related not only to healings or to 
prayer but also stands behind the “impossible” demand not to worry is 
shown by Jesus’ reference to the lilies of the field, which God clothes so 
gloriously, in relation to which there stands at the end the demand: “how 
much more you, you of little faith.’*' Matthew, who is also fond, after 
all, of repeating “dominical” expressions that sound archaic elsewhere, 
speaks of those “of little faith” four more times in analogous contexts of 
the legendary miracle tradition. This probably occurs in Matthew because 
the word “of little faith” also appears as an accusation against Israel in the 


°7 Cf. 1 Cor 12.9: étée@ (SiSota) miotic év TH AVTH mvebpati and Gal 5.22. Here 
too the charismatic “fruit of the Spirit,’ in which G®ydsy occupies the first position and 
miotic does not occur until the seventh, is not the faith that justifies the sinner. 

>8 Mark 11.24 = Matt 21.22, cf. John 14.13-14; 15.7; 16.23. 

>? Mark 5.34: 4 mots Gov ofomxév Oe = Luke 8.48 = Matt 9.22; Mark 10.52 = Luke 
18.42, cf. Matt 9.28-29; see also Luke 17.19 and the “collective” faith of the men who 
bring the paralytic, Mark 2.5 = Luke 5.20 = Matt 9.2. 

6° Mark 6.5; see note 36 above. Memory of Jesus’ activity and primitive Christian 
experiences of healing are combined in these texts. 

°! Luke 12.28 = Matt 6.30. The word dAvyOmotot refers to doubt in God’s care and 
miraculous power. The word is a Christian neologism in Greek, but has a Jewish-Pharisaic 
background and occurs in the early rabbinic interpretation of the behavior of Israel at the 
Reed Sea and in the wandering in the wilderness; see Hengel 1999b, 281-82; on this, see 
Bill. I: 420-21. There it has the meaning of “persons who lack faith.” 

°° Matthew 8.26; 14.31; 16.8; 17.20; cf. note 56 above. 
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Tannaitic exodus tradition in the context of the deliverance of the people 
of God at the Reed Sea in the miracle of the manna and the quail in the 
wilderness.® After all, in the liberating exodus from Egypt the concern 
was also with faith and the acknowledgment of God’s rule.™ Thus, with 
its Jewish-Palestinian background, the Synoptic “miracle tradition” is still 
entirely related to Jesus’ proclamation of the kingdom of God. Basically, 
one could go one step further: the unbelief of the first human couple, who 
let themselves be deceived by the serpent into doubting God’s beneficial 
instruction (Gen 3.1-7), is the origin of all evil. God’s reign can realize 
itself without restriction only when trust in the omnipotence and goodness 
of the Father no longer knows any limits. 

Jiirgen Roloff has especially pointed to the fact that in the Synoptic 
tradition the “iotis-motif shows itself to be largely free of character- 
istics of the community situation after Easter,” for it lacks the connec- 
tion to the post-Easter kerygma. In an investigation of the above-quoted 
central text of Mark 9.14-29 and its parallels he explains that “the his- 
torical motif of the contemplation of a characteristic feature of the earthly 
activity of Jesus (vv. 23-24) ... does not (stand) in the way of the updating 
application (vv. 28-29).”® 

The consciousness of the historical distance of the community to the 
activity of Jesus often emerges in a surprisingly clear manner both in Mark 
and in the sayings tradition. Even in the later Gospel of John it is one of 
the fundamental insights that while Jesus, through his “signs,” temporar- 
ily encountered recognition, even “faith,” among the crowds, this did not 
endure because the people, despite “so many signs,” in accord with the 
hardening saying of Isa 6.9-10, “could not believe.” 

This ambivalent effect of Jesus’ “deeds of power” goes back to an 
older aporia that was already visible in his activity, to the mystery of unbe- 
lief and the rejection that Jesus encountered, not only in his hometown 
of Nazareth and not only in Jerusalem, where his fate was fulfilled, but 
also in the Galilean places that stood at the center of his—short—activity. 


°° See Bill. I: 438. 

° Exodus 14.31 LXX: Kat éniotevoav t@ Oe xai Mmvot to OeQdnovu abtod; 
and at the end of the Song of Moses in 15.18: xvVeLos Paotkev@v TOV aim@va nal Em’ 
aidva ual étt. On this, see section 13.1. 

® Roloff 1970, 141-207 (quotations on 203, 205). 

6 John 12.37-40; cf. 2.23-24 and 4.48: “If you do not see signs and wonders, you do 
not believe!” Cf. also Mark 4.12 = Matt 13.14-15; Acts 28.26 and Rom 11.8. This includes 
the failure of the proclamation of the primitive community in Judaea: in the meaning of Isa 
6.9-10, a text with which the offense and mystery of the unbelief of the own people could 
be explained, lies the root of the early Christian teaching of predestination in Paul and in 
his footsteps in John. See also the end of section 16.1. 
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The woes against them, which are found in Luke at the end of the mis- 
sion discourse for the seventy-two disciples and before their return and 
the macarism on them,” confirm not only our judgment that the healing 
miracles of Jesus were a completely fundamental component of his proc- 
lamation of the kingdom of God that is in the process of realization; they 
also demonstrate his messianic claim, which surpasses everything that we 
know from his environment in terms of parallels, as well as his deep disap- 
pointment in relation to those places that he had sought out himself as the 
center of his activity, a disappointment that is the expression of a crisis of 
his activity. 

These reproaches lose their meaning in the mouth of a later, Jewish 
Christian prophet, especially since every christological reference to the 
“exalted one” is lacking. They must therefore go back to Jesus himself, 
1.e., the one who performed these deeds of power speaks, and he does this 
also in the authority of the coming judge. No wonder that the one question 
arises time and again: tic Goa OVTOc E0TLV;® Who is this who can say and 
do such things? 


16.3 On the Tradition-Historical and History-of-Religions 
Problem of the Miracles of Jesus 


The assurance—despite all disappointments—of the victory, already vis- 
ible and experienceable now, over the anti-God powers through healings 
and exorcisms as signs of the kingdom that is in the process of realization 
is a new feature in Judaism. At the same time, it becomes clear that the 
still popular category of the mere “prophet,” “rabbi,” or “wisdom teacher” 
is by no means adequate for understanding Jesus’ activity and messianic 
claim, to say nothing of a “Jewish Socrates” or a “Galilean Cynic.” The 
real Jesus can be coopted neither for the existential model of “one who 
calls to decision” nor for an enlightened, politically correct postmodern 
model. He stands before us as one who is relatively foreign and no less 
offensive today than he was in his own time. 

To be sure, we know of a few “charismatics” and “miracle workers” 
from the Judaism of his time—which is more than we know from the 
contemporary Hellenistic world—above all the Galilean Hanina ben Dosa 
from the middle of the first century CE with his prayer healings and Honi 
the Circle-Drawer from the late Hasmonean period, who had a special 
reputation as one who prayed for rain. But they worked primarily through 
persistent prayer, and there is not a trace of an eschatological grounding 


7 Luke 10.13-15 = Matt 11.21-23. See section 14.4 with note 82. 
68 Mark 4.41: the question of the disciples after the stilling of the storm = Luke 8.25. 
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in their case. Their significance for understanding the miracles of Jesus 
should not be overestimated.” 

Josephus, as an eyewitness, reports that a Jewish exorcist, in a dramatic- 
demonstrative manner, cast out demons in the presence of Vespasian with 
the help of magic practices that allegedly came from Solomon.” In the 
case of Jesus’ own activity we hear nothing of prayer’' or invocations but 
only the commanding word of healing or exorcism, the healing touch, and 
three times of the use of spittle, two of which are in Mark; in the case of 
the healing of the woman with a blood flow, who touches Jesus without his 
knowledge and is immediately healed, Jesus observes that “a power has 
gone out from him.”” The two Markan stories in which Jesus heals with 
spittle are tellingly passed over by Luke and Matthew, and the latter has 
Jesus heal with only a word. The textual variants also show that this por- 
trayal presented difficulties later. The event of the healing is portrayed in 
relatively great detail by Mark. With the blind man of Bethsaida it happens 
in stages. In the case of the man who is deaf and has a speech impediment, 
Mark includes the Aramaic command édda0a “be opened.””? The con- 
cern is with the hearing of the sick man. As with the words “tdlita giim” in 
the raising of the daughter of Jairus, the word £p>da8a is not a Ofotcs Bae- 
Bae, the secret, barbaric-incomprehensible language of the magician, 
for the Aramaic command is, after all, translated and is understandable in 
itself.’* The evangelist and his tradition retained the word because with 


® Thus, especially in Vermes 1973, 58-82: Jesus and charismatic Judaism, and here 
pp. 72-80 on Hanina b. Dosa. The later Hanina tradition of the Babylonian Talmud with 
its sometimes bizarre miracles is wholly legendary. For criticism of Vermes, see the careful 
work of M. Becker 2002. On the Jewish charismatics, see also section 3.1.1 with note 20. 
On the portrayal of the Old Testament models from Abraham and Moses to the prophets 
as miracle workers in the apocryphal and pseudepigraphical literature, see Koskenniemi 
2005. Here the battle against the anti-God powers and thus exorcisms play a larger role 
than in the early Tannaitic literature. 

19 Antiquities 8.46—49: iotoonoa (46). On this, see Deines 2003. 

71 John 11.41-42 is the exception that proves the rule: the short prayer of thanks dem- 
onstrates the superfluousness of the prayer for a miracle. Mark 7.34 is a command and not 
a shout of prayer; Mark 9.29 refers to the experience of the community; cf. also Acts 9.40 
(2 Kgs 4.33); James 5.14-16. 

? Mark 7.33ff.; 8.23ff.; John 9.6-15. On the woman with a blood flow, see the vivid 
presentation in Mark 5.25-43 = Luke 8.43-56; Matt 9.20-22 radically shortens. This “phys- 
ical” bestowal of power corresponds to the primitive Christian term Suvduts and appears 
later as a special charisma. 

® Mark 7.34. On this, cf. Riiger 1984, 79; Beyer 1984, 130, 464, 673: Aramaic 
‘eppatah, itpael of pdtah, with regressive assimilation of the f¢ to the p in accord with 
numerous targumic attestations. 

4 The Old Syriac translation omits the Greek rendering and transcribes pac. with 
tpth philologically correctly. Swete 1927, 161. 
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it, as with other lexical Aramaicisms,” the concern was with the unique, 
wonder-working word of Jesus. In our view, we can indeed speak of ipsis- 
sima verba of Jesus in the case of the words ’eppatah and talita’ giim. 
The speculation that these are “magic words” of later Christian “healers” 
completely misjudges their significance.’° According to Acts, healing at 
the “command” —now in the name—of Jesus continues in the primitive 
community.”’ 

Certain motifs of the miracles of Jesus, such as an eschatology related 
to the present, exorcisms, healings, and a dualistic background, are at best 
encountered cum grano salis also in the community of Qumran, where in 
the worship service in the cultic fellowship with the angels heaven opens 
and they participate in the divine malkit.’”* In addition, we find psalms 
ascribed to David (or Solomon) there, which have the character of exor- 
cistic rituals.” Exorcisms appear to have played no small role for the 
Essenes. Josephus also attests their gift of seeing into the future and the 
interpretation of dreams as well as medical-magical practices.*” However, 
what becomes clear through these parallels is only the related religious 
milieu, in which the Pharisees before 70 CE probably also participated;* 
for, in contrast to the eschatologically motivated charismatic spontaneity 
of the healings of Jesus, which stand in the context of a popular movement 
triggered by him, in Qumran we encounter the institutions— solidified by 
long tradition—of an established religious group, in which the different 
spheres, 1.e., the presence of salvation in the cult, the exorcistic rituals, and 
the eschatological overcoming of dualism, no longer stand in an inner, liv- 
ing connection. In the extant scrolls and fragments we find no real synthe- 
sis of this phenomenon as in the Gospels. Rather, what is ubiquitous there 
is the most extremely intensified demand for ritual purity, which excludes 


™ Mark 3.17; 14.36; 15.34. 

1© There were not so many girls raised prior to Mark in primitive Christianity that such 
Aramaic “magical” formulas could have been used meaningfully. Cf. also Meier 1994, 
628, 759, and elsewhere. 

7 Acts 3.6; 9.34; 9.40 combines prayer and call; 14.9-10. In 1 Cor 12.9 and 28 Paul 
speaks of the charisma of healing. A problem was prepared by exorcists who, although they 
did not belong to the community themselves, healed in the name of Jesus: Mark 9.38-39; 
Acts 19.13. The reaction to it was ambivalent. Cf. also the sharp criticism of Christian 
miracle workers in Matt 7.22-23. 

78 Schwemer 199 1a, 48, 53-54, and elsewhere; cf. already H.-W. Kuhn 1965. 

™ On this, see Eshel 2003; H. Lichtenberger 2003. 

8° Josephus, Ant., 13.311; 15.373, 378; 17.346-347; J.W. 2.136, 159. 

81 On this, see the charismatics who stood near to Pharisaism, such as Honi and 
Hanina ben Dosa and the Pharisaic exorcists according to Luke 11.19 = Matt 12.27; cf. 
note 69 above. 
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the disabled and sick from entering the sanctuary,® and the rigorous obser- 
vance of the law. Despite some points of contact, the Essenes are separated 
by a ditch from the Gospels and their accounts about Jesus’ activity. 

The form-critical approach with its ahistorical way of standardizing in 
the work of Rudolf Bultmann*® led to a false appraisal and historical place- 
ment of the miracle stories. The compulsion to take forms and the firm sty- 
listic elements in the healing stories are not primarily conditioned by the 
oral tradition and the creative shaping fantasy of the community but rather 
by the inner necessity of the subject matter that is to be narrated. The dif- 
ferent stages of the report, the depiction of the sickness and the plight of 
the sick person, their encounter with the miracle worker, the event and 
demonstration of the healing, the portrayal of its effect in a choral conclu- 
sion at the end, belong with material necessity to the narrated “story,” just 
as a modern account of a sick person must also be formed according to a 
specific given scheme, which precisely does not exclude its concrete rela- 
tion to reality. To this one can add the fact that the healing accounts are 
not as uniform as form criticism claims.** Extraordinary events especially 
stick in one’s memory, with their later reproduction in the narration admit- 
tedly tending toward exaggeration. 

In his noteworthy article “Miracle in the New Testament” in the 
third edition of Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, E. Kasemann 
emphasizes that 


more than other genres the New Testament miracle stories (reflect) the 
complicated path from the oral tradition to the redaction. 


We can probably gladly affirm this statement, although we can admittedly 
hardly test the path of the pre-Markan tradition any longer with regard to 
different stages, and an extraordinary healing event in particular can stick 
very clearly in the memory for a lifetime. Here one need only read the 
memoirs of great physicians. Without a doubt Mark has given the mira- 
cles “the relatively greatest space with unmistakable joy in the telling,”’* 
but there is reason for the “joy in the telling”: the capability as healer 


P1101 45.12=18. 

83 Bultmann 1963, 209-44 (GV = 1995, 223-60). On the style motifs, see Bultmann 
1963, 220-26 (GV = 1995, 236-41). Bultmann had—in this he was a typical Neo-Kantian 
and student of Wilhelm Herrmann—a deep aversion to everything “miraculous”; the word 
“miracle” (Mirakel) is consistently used pejoratively for the miracles of Jesus; on this, see 
Herrmann 1903, 193ff. See also note 138 below. 

84 On this, see Hengel/Hengel 1959, 357. 

8° Kasemann 1962, 1836. 

8 Kasemann 1962, 1836. 
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and exorcist was a fundamental component of the activity of Jesus, and 
the narrative material of the Markan accounts surely played an impor- 
tant role also already for his guarantors of tradition, such as Peter.*’ The 
original event was not suppressed thereby. Luke and especially Matthew 
have sometimes rigorously shortened the accounts and created in this way 
more schematic, 1.e., “stylistically more correct,” miracle stories, which 
precisely do not present the more original form.** For this very reason 
they can be collected “only with difficulty under a common historical and 
material denominator.” Here Kaésemann rightly sees their “basic motif” 
in the eschatological manifestation, since Jesus already “understood them 
as announcements of the in-broken time of salvation.”® “Time of salva- 
tion” and Messiah belong, however, together. 

Moreover, in Mark a certain “biographical” interest becomes visible 
in a whole series of miracle stories. We would reckon to this, among other 
things, also concrete persons, such as the mother-in-law of Peter, Jairus 
and his daughter, and Bartimaeus;”’ place-names, such as Capernaum and 
Jericho in Mark (or Nain in Luke); and the previously mentioned Aramaic 
words. The “edifying and allegorizing contemporizing” did not yet sup- 
press this interest.”’ 

What is conspicuous in Mark is also the individual variety, which can- 
not be forced into a foreign form scheme. Typical of this is the afore- 
mentioned healing of the epileptic boy” or the Bartimaeus story,?* which 
possesses a very distinctive character.** Accordingly, the Synoptic miracle 
tradition cannot be ascribed in general—indeed, not even primarily—to 
the difficult to define “Hellenistic community” and be placed under the 
no less fuzzy catchphrase theios aner, which does not, after all, conform 


87 Tt is no coincidence that Paul speaks of his own apostolic performance of miracles 
in the dispute with the effects of the Petrine mission in 2 Cor 12.12 and Rom 15.19. On this, 
see Hengel 2010a, 76-77, 93 (GV = 2006b, 124-25, 152). Cf. also Heb 2.4. 

88 The form-critical scheme has reversed itself here. Thus, from the tales regarded as 
secondary by M. Dibelius almost perfectly formed “paradigms” could arise; see Dibelius 
1933, 34ff., 66ff. 

8° Kisemann 1962, 1836 (our emphasis). 

°° Mark 10.46: The half-Aramaic, half-Greek name is conspicuous and not an inven- 
tion. On this, see Bill. II: 25. It is conspicuous that Mark translates the name as well as 
other Aramaic terms and formulas. John does the same. See the discussion of Mark 5.41 
and 7.34 above with notes 73—76. Luke deletes the name, and Matthew makes from it two 
instances of two blind men: Luke 18.35; Matt 20.29ff.; cf. also 9.27ff., where the Matthean 
Jesus tests them first with respect to their faith. 

°! Roloff 1970, 115ff. (116). 

*? See section 16.2. 

°3 Mark 10.46-52. It is first standardized by Matthew. See the start of section 18.1. 

4 Roloff 1970, 121 ff. 
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to a clear ancient notion but was first developed about eighty years ago 
from sources that were predominantly Christian or at least pagan post- 
Christian.”” As Hellenistic parallels of a miracle worker from the second 
half of the first century CE one could mention only to a very limited degree 
the Pythagorean Apollonius of Tyana, about whom we know very little 
historically, since the novel of Philostratus, which was completed about 
220 CE, paints an ideal picture that is as far removed from the historical 
reality as later, apocryphal Jesus pictures of the second century are with 
regard to the man from Nazareth. In our view, Philostratus, who wrote his 
work at the instigation of the empress Julia Domna, knew the Gospels, as 
did Celsus before him, and it stands to reason to assume that he stylized 
his hero as an ideal picture of the true philosophical religion against the 
“superstition” of the Christians, which had spread in his time also among 
the educated and was confident of victory. With the Syrian from Pal- 
estine who exorcised those who were moonstruck, Lucian (ca. 120—190) 
could also refer, in a parodying manner, to Christian exorcists in the style 
of Jesus. After all, Lucian probably knew of the “crucified sophist” from 
Palestine and the “new cult” founded by him.’ This means that the por- 
trayal of Jesus as a miracle worker in the Gospels is older than the spo- 
radic “Hellenistic” parallels; indeed, the portrayal of them could already 
stand indirectly under Christian influence. The time of a Celsus, Lucian, 
and Philostratus is also the first heyday of the novelistic Christian Acts of 
apostles, which are overflowing with outlandish miracle stories.”® 

The great time of the “Hellenistic” miracle workers and magicians 
begins—literarily—only with the second and third century CE. The— 
pre-Christian—miraculous cures in the Asclepius sanctuaries, preserved 
on inscriptions, for example at Epidauros, have a different character. In 
the Hellenistic sphere the exceptional healings of Vespasian in Alexandria, 
attested to Tacitus by eyewitness accounts, come closest to the accounts 
of the Gospels.” In the first half of the first century CE we have —apart 


° On this, see section 7.1 with note 19; cf. also note | in chapter 2. 

°© On this, see Koskenniemi 1994. Schirren 2005b has emphatically pointed to this. 

ae Lucian, Philops. 16. The scholiast suspects an allusion to Christ; cf. Peregr. 11, 13. 
On the “crucified sophist” and the xatv1) teAety founded by him, see Schirren 2005a. On 
this, cf. 1 Cor 1.23-24. 

°8 On this, see, for example, also the mirabilia of Phlegon of Tralles, FGrH 257, who 
(at the time of Hadrian) recounts in his chronicle, among other things, fulfilled predictions 
of Jesus: Hengel 2004c, 114ff. 

*»° Tacitus, Hist. 4.81.3. At the time, since Tacitus writes the histories ca. 110 CE, i.e., 
about forty years after the events in Alexandria, there were still eyewitnesses alive, who 
under Trajan no longer had a reason to flatter the Flavian imperial house. It is about the 
same period of time that separates Mark from Jesus. On the eyewitnesses in Tacitus, see 
Byrskog 2000, 63-64. 
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from the legendary Apollonius (who more likely belongs in the sec- 
ond half)—practically no accounts of itinerant miracle workers in the 
Hellenistic-Roman East.'°? Only magicians practice their timeless busi- 
ness, although their great time—as shown by the magical papyri, which 
are strongly influenced by Judaism—also arrived only with the second 
and third century. Despite the later anti-Christian polemic, one should not 
classify Jesus among them.'®! Thus, the comparison with the Jewish and 
“Hellenistic” parallels shows that the miracle stories of the Gospels, which 
all arose, after all, in the first century, possess an astonishingly distinctive 
character both through their great number and through their content and 
that they precisely cannot be simply derived from their environment. They 
are a fundamental, indispensable component in the activity of Jesus as 
proclaimer of the kingdom of God, which is in the process of realization, 
and therefore they may not be pushed to the side as unimportant, because 
we find them disturbing today, in favor of the teacher of a higher morality 
or of the “one who calls to decision.” 

In the whole of ancient literature, including the Old Testament, where 
one could perhaps point at best to the Elijah and Elisha stories, which 
recount miraculous feedings, healings of sick persons, and two accounts 
of raisings of the dead and which have probably influenced the New Testa- 
ment tradition,'” there is not really any comparable collection of miracle 
stories that is tied to one person, as in the Gospels. This must also have 
historical foundations in the person of Jesus. 


16.4 On the Evaluation of the Miracle Stories!” 


In contrast to the New Testament, which in the d6uvépetc of the Synop- 
tics and the onueta of the Fourth Gospel makes no distinction between 
the healings (or exorcisms) of Jesus and the so-called nature miracles, 
R. Bultmann' divides the Synoptic miracle stories into these two classes, 


109 On this, see Koskenniemi 1994, 207ff. (211-12). 

101 See note 40 in chapter 5 on Morton Smith and note 124 in the present chapter. 

102 Feedings: 1 Kgs 17.6; 19.5-8; 2 Kgs 4.1-7, 42-44: the nearest parallels to the feed- 
ing stories of the Gospels; healings of the sick: 1 Kgs 17.17-24; 2 Kgs 4.18-37; cf. 13.20- 
21. These “archaic” stories differ, although they have partly influenced the New Testament 
accounts, very fundamentally from those of the Gospels. The miracles ascribed to the 
prophets in the Lives of the Prophets are continuations of Old Testament impulses; on this, 
see Schwemer 1995/1996 I: 78-79; I: 388 index; on the Jewish “Wirkungsgeschichte” of 
the Old Testament miracle stories, see Koskenniemi 2005, on Elijah/Elisha, see 348 index; 
on the criticism of the “divine men” notion, see 3ff. 

103 On the discussion, cf. Wohlers/Riesner 2001. 

104 Bultmann 1963, 209ff., 215ff. (GV = 1995, 223ff., 230ff.). On pp. 231ff. (GV = 
247ff.) he distinguishes in the case of the non-Christian miracles between (a) exorcisms of 
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a division which D. F. Strauss had already championed.'” To be sure, 
this division is hardly adequate to the ancient understanding of miracle; 
rather, it introduces a modern distinction into the texts of the Gospels. 
Accordingly, in modern criticism healing miracles can sometimes still 
be regarded as historically possible as “psychosomatic” events, whereas 
“nature miracles” appear to be fundamentally impossible.'° However, 
with this scheme one makes things too easy for oneself. It corresponds too 
much to our worldview and grasps the issues and problems of the Gos- 
pel narratives in an inadequate way or not at all. This applies also to the 
numerous pointers to Jesus’ “miraculous” knowledge of people and hearts, 
his ability “to read thoughts,” and above all his knowledge about future 
events, in which the passion predictions stand at the center.'°’ Can one 
reject at the outset this knowledge, which transcends usual human possi- 
bilities? And what about the temptation story, the transfiguration story, the 
appearances of angels, which occur especially at the beginning and even 
more at the end of the Gospels, the heavenly voices, the extraordinary 
events at the death of Jesus, and, finally, the “miracle above all miracles,” 
his resurrection? With the tradition about Jesus’ activity and with primitive 
Christianity as such (including Paul) we enter into a miraculous, “mythi- 
cal” world, which appears foreign to us and behind which stand experi- 
ences and expectations which are difficult to convey to us and which we 
cannot, however, simply deny and “demythologize,” because through that 
we take away from ourselves the possibility of understanding them. The 
historian falls here into an aporia. He can draw upon Old Testament and 
history-of-religions parallels, refer to certain topoi, highlight contradic- 
tions and exaggerating motifs, and show in general the skepticism that is 
called for in relation to these phenomena; he cannot really explain these 
phenomena, which characterize to a large degree Jesus’ activity and the 
whole of primitive Christianity. Despite all individual “attempts at expla- 
nation,” they remain for him an ultimately unanswerable, open question. 


demons, (b) other healings, (c) raisings from the dead, and (d) nature miracles. Throughout 
these distinctions are not conditioned form-critically but rather with reference to content. 

105 Strauss 1864, 425ff. 

1S On this, see, for example, the criticism of Kertelge 1970, 43: “The characterizing . . . 
as nature miracles . . . follows solely on the basis of the fact that the miraculous happening 
portrayed in them is perceived not in relation to humans but in relation to extrahuman phe- 
nomena of nature.” Trocmé 1963, 37, even speaks of “actes violentes les lois naturelles.” 
Further references are provided in Bultmann/Theissen/Vielhauer 1971, 84. In correspon- 
dence with Jewish thinking, one should speak rather of “creation miracles.” The word 
otc does not occur in the Gospels. 

!07 On this, see the list at the end of the excursus at the start of this chapter with note 6. 
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A more fundamental difference arises from the different worldview 
and view of God. Palestinian Judaism and primitive Christianity do not 
know our modern concept of nature and the notion of unchangeable “laws 
of nature.” Rather, the whole animate and inanimate world is God’s cre- 
ation and sphere of power. One often imagines that God rules the world 
through a hierarchy of angels who obey his command. A principle that 
runs through the Old and New Testaments is that “nothing is impossi- 
ble” for him.'® Theissen therefore avoids this distinction—which signals 
an aporia of the exegesis since the Enlightenment—between nature mira- 
cles and healing miracles and speaks of an “inventory of themes.” To this 
he assigns exorcisms, therapies, epiphanies, rescue miracles, gift miracles, 
and norm miracles, with the themes sometimes merging into one another. 
The story of the healing of the woman in the synagogue, who was bent 
by a “spirit of sickness” for eighteen years, combines exorcism, therapy, 
and norm miracle and leads to a controversy dialogue.’ Such an example 
supports our thesis that the miracle stories of the Gospels are more vari- 
able than is frequently assumed and often can be pressed only with dif- 
ficulty into fixed schemes that satisfy our modern formalism. All these 
divisions are somewhat forced. The variety of the narrated phenomena can 
be grasped only to a limited degree thereby, even though the event of the 
miracle itself requires certain narratively fixed specifications, for example 
that the suffering must be identified and the success must be directly or 
indirectly recounted.!"° 

Klaus Berger therefore denies that “miracle/miracle story” is a “genre 
designation” at all. For him it is only a “modern description of an ancient 
understanding of reality.”''' In the Gospels—we have already pointed this 
out—and in comparable Jewish texts, we find several terms that character- 
ize the narrated events: deeds of power, signs, miraculous signs (Suvaetc, 
onpeia, TEQaTA).''? The Greco-Roman world knows the “genre” BavEaota/ 
mirabilia: stories about events that move the hearers to “amazement”; 
accordingly, we can indeed speak of the “genre” of miracle story. 


108 Genesis 18.14; Jer 32.17, 27: “No miracle is too great for you.” Cf. Mark 10.27 
= Matt 19.26; Matt 17.20; Luke 1.37. The whole creation is unconditionally subjected to 
God’s will. Only for this reason is the notion of “mountain-moving” faith in the sense of a 
radical trust in God conceivable. 

10° Luke 13.10-17 (special material). 

10 Hebrews 2.4 speaks of moixthou Suvéietc; see also the excursus at the start of 
this chapter. 

'l Berger 1984a, 305; cf. 305-18. See Berger 1984b, 1212-18; cf. 1214-15 on the 
criticism of Theissen and 1218 on the criticism of the genre miracle story. 

'l2 See section 16.1 with note 11. 
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With this, however, Berger points out the aporia—which we have already 
highlighted on several occasions—of the traditional form-critical perspec- 
tive, though he continues to remain tied to it, since he also attempts again 
to make classifications and thus to establish questionable tradition-historical 
dependencies.'!? Either way the contingency of the recounted miraculous 
event—which in the ancient stories surely may often, indeed may usually, 
be based on fantastical fiction—is set aside in favor of a more or less arti- 
ficial schematization. What is correct is the recognition that the Synoptic 
miracle stories deal “with very concrete situations of plight’”!!* and usu- 
ally involve a miracle for the benefit of a third party, with the exception 
of the cursing of the fig tree, behind which may stand a parable that has 
been transformed into a symbolic action:' apart from this one example, 
we seek in vain legitimation miracles, proof miracles,''® self-help miracles, 
and punitive miracles, which are, after all, not infrequent in the Old Testa- 
ment, for example in the Elijah tradition,''’ and are also found in the pagan 
environment and in later Christian tradition. The temptation story shows 
the negative evaluation of them. In this story the tempter presses Jesus to 
perform a miracle of self-help and proof but is firmly rejected. To this cor- 
responds the rejection of the demand for a sign: Jesus refuses to legitimate 
himself.''® Through this the original intention of the miracles becomes clear. 
They consistently aim to be signs of the now dawning time of salvation. In 
the later community this situation is changed again. The signs of the apostle 
are also meant there to serve his legitimation, and the divine punishment 


'l3 Berger 1984b, 1217, the questionable postulate “of a more Hellenistically char- 
acterized type” and of a “Jewish-Old Testament oriented one” in the case of raisings of 
the dead “within the Synoptic tradition.” In the Hellenistic type the deliverer encoun- 
ters the funeral procession, in the Old Testament type the raising occurs in the house. 
However, sick people usually die in the house, and strangers can meet dead people only by 
chance in the funeral procession. Berger does not say how he places the third possibility of 
the raising of the dead from the tomb. 

'l4 Theissen 1983, 81 (GV = 1974, 90). To be sure, we would not want to claim a priori 
that it must be a product of “narrative imagination” (“erzahlende Phantasie’’). 

5 Mark 11.12-14, 20-21 = Matt 21.18-20: Matthew introduces a clear intensification 
of the miracle by making it happen immediately. From his version one could never infer 
the narratively more complicated and more original version of Mark. On the parable, see 
Luke 13.6-9. 

M6 CF. the rejection of miracles in Luke 4.9ff. = Matt 4.5ff.; Mark 8.11 = Luke 11.16; 
Matt 12.38-39; 16.1-4. 

7 Marcion in particular took offense at the punitive miracles of the Old Testament 
and ascribed them to the “just God.” While Elijah caused fire to fall from heaven, Jesus 
forbids the disciples to request precisely this, and while Elisha causes the children who 
mock him to be killed by calling upon the righteous God, Jesus lets the children come to 
him: see Harnack 1960, *282 (no equivalent in Harnack 1990). 

118 See section 16.1 with note 32. 
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for the opponents plays no small role.'’? Apocryphal Gospels and Acts of 
apostles no longer know any inhibitions. 

We must absolutely affirm, with Klaus Berger, that the miracle sto- 
ries do not primarily aim to present only “symbolic actions,”!”° although 
they also possess symbolic character at least in part. Thus, the feeding 
stories point to the eschatological banquet and its festive joy, the heal- 
ing of the blind to seeing with the eyes of Spirit-effected faith, the stilling 
of the storm to the saving of the assailed believer. However, the primitive 
Christian storytellers are concerned with more, namely with the concrete 
demonstration of God’s saving power of creation in the person of Jesus, 
through which, in the midst of the time of the old world, the new, the king- 
dom of God, visibly makes its beginning for those with insight.'*! Early 
Christianity upheld the claim to the gift of miracle, though admittedly with 
varying intensity.! 

What is peculiar is the fact that Jesus’ ability to work “miracles” in the 
old world was scarcely contested even by his opponents. However, they 
were explained negatively, even during his lifetime, as a pact with the 
devil.'?? The later Jewish polemic and, independent of it, Celsus turn Jesus 
into a magician, who is said to have learned his magic arts in Egypt. This 
is continued in subsequent anti-Christian polemic.'*4 In a dualistic world 
the miracle was precisely not unambiguous but ambivalent. Only for those 
who were ready for this insight was it regarded as a demonstration of God’s 
power. After all, miracles could be the work of the devil, his demons, or 
deceptive illusion. Not only Moses'” but also his opponents Jannes and 


'!? Second Corinthians 12.12; Rom 15.19; cf. Acts 2.43; 5.12; cf. also Mark 16.17-18. 
Miraculous punitive actions: Luke 1.18-22; Acts 5.1-11; 12.23; 13.9-11; cf. 19.13-17; 
1 Cor 5.4-5; 10.1-11. 

120 Berger 1984b, 1215, against Theissen 1983, 33ff. (GV = 1974, 43ff.): “symbolic 
actions”; cf. 264 (GV = 261): “collective symbolic actions in which a new way of life is 
opened up” (cf. 282-83, 287-90; GV = 279, 282, 285). In the conclusion on 300-302 (GV 
= 295ff.), Theissen attempts to intensify this interpretation: “They point to a revelation of 
the holy” (301; GV = 296). 

'21 Berger 1984b, 1215: they are a “presentation of powerful religious experience, i.e., 
experience that reaches into the sphere of the bodily, in light of the person of Jesus. The 
termination of this kind of religious, charismatically brought about experience—and not 
modern scholarship—is the decisive hindrance in the understanding of miracle stories.” 

!22 See the excursus at the end of this chapter on the continued effect of the experience 
of miracles and the question of eyewitness testimony. 

'23 See the Beelzebul accusation of the “scribes who had come from Jerusalem” in 
Mark 3.22-27; cf. Luke 11.15-23 = Matt 12.24-30; see section 10.5 with note 61. Cf. also 
the accusation that he is a possessed Samaritan in John 8.48. 

2 On this, see Cook 2000, 384 index, s.v. “Jesus as a magician” and “miracles”; 
Smith 1978. 

!25 Gager 1972, 134-61. 
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Jambres in Egypt'”° were regarded among Jews, Christians, and Gentiles 
as great miracle workers and magicians, and according to the Synoptic 
apocalypse, shortly before the end, the eschatological deceiver is sup- 
posed to “perform great signs and miracles to . . . lead astray the elect.””!?’ 
Something similar is ascribed in an intensified manner to the Antichrist. 
As the eschatological instrument of Satan, he becomes the “deceiver of the 
world” par excellence.'** Jews, Gentiles, and Christians mutually accused 
one another of magic and of deception effected by it, but they often did not 
call into question the reality of the miracle on the side of their opponent. 
Critical skeptics, such as Lucian in Alexander the False Prophet, became 
increasingly rare in late antiquity. This ambivalence emerges in sharpest 
form in the mocking of the crucified one: “He saved others; he cannot save 
himself. Let the Messiah, the king of Israel, come down from the cross in 
order that we may see and believe” (Mark 15.31-32). Celsus also poured 
out his mockery over the crucified one. Whoever dies so pitifully must be 
a godless deceiver (see note 73 in chapter 21). 

Despite this ambivalence, which made questionable or at least restricted 
their use as a “proof” already in antiquity, miracles—alongside the proof 
from prophecy—play a not unimportant role among the apologists. The 
first apologist, Quadratus, at the time of Hadrian recounts that “even 
after the departure of the savior” those healed and raised by Jesus attested 
through their constant presence (Gel taQOVTES) his deeds as “correspond- 
ing to the truth.” Some are said to have lived until the time of the author.'” 
This witness function of those healed by Jesus may indeed have a historical 
basis and may have been not without influence in Jewish Palestine. We find 
traces of it especially in Luke, John, and in Papias.!°*° 

According to Jerome, Porphyry said, “it is not a great thing to perform 
miracles,” for “through magic arts” all sorts of miracles have occurred, 
for example through the Egyptian magicians against Moses, through 


120 They are mentioned in the New Testament in 2 Tim 3.8, in Pliny the Elder, Nat. 
30.2.22, Apuleius, Apol. 90, in the Damascus Document V 17-19, in the Targums, and in 
rabbinic literature; portions of a Jewish pseudepigraphon about them are also preserved on 
papyrus; see Pietersma 1994. 

'27 Mark 13.22 = Matt 24.24; cf. Mark 13.5-6 = Luke 21.8 = Matt 24.4-5 and note 11 
above. 

!28 Second Thessalonians 2.9-12; Rev 13.11-18; Did. 16.4: xal tote Paviyoetat 6 
XOOMOTMAAVI|S WS VLOG Deod xa MoLHoEL ONEta nal TEQaTA; cf. Mart. Isa. 4.10. 

'2° In Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.3.2; cf. Papias, frag. XI according to Philip of Side in 
Funk/Bihlmeyer 1924, 138 (translated and newly edited by Lindemann/Paulsen 1992, 
298ff.). 

1307 uke 8.2-3; John 3.2; 4.45, 48; 6.14; 7.31; 9.8ff.; 11.45-46; Papias apud Eusebius, 
Hist. eccl. 3.39.8-9; cf. also Papias in note 129. 
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Apollonius of Tyana, and through Apuleius and others.'*! When he, for his 
part, questions the exorcism into the two thousand swine, it is not because 
he regards the story as impossible but because he was not willing to credit 
such a ridiculous-absurd misdeed to Christ, of whom he—in contrast to 
Celsus—does not have such a bad opinion.’ In his Life of Pythagoras, 
the great Neoplatonist, who knew and sharply criticized the Gospels, as 
did his student Iamblichus after him even more strongly, made rich use of 
miraculous motifs on the basis of older traditions. In the intellectual con- 
troversies toward the end of the third and fourth century CE, such Lives 
must be understood, among other things, also as counterwritings against 
the Gospels.’ This situation begins to change only with the radical criti- 
cism of miracles of the seventeenth century, paradigmatically in Spinoza’s 
Tractatus theologico-politicus.'* In his destruction of the picture of Jesus 
that predominated in the church, D. F. Strauss then had an especially easy 
time with the miracles of Jesus: 


There is little that is certain, and precisely with respect to the thing to 
which the church faith chiefly joins itself, the miraculous and super- 
human in the deeds and fates of Jesus, it is certain that it did not happen.'* 


He has particular contempt for “the story of the resurrection of Jesus.” He 
can designate it, “taken historically,” i.e., “comparing the immense 
effect of this faith with its absolute baselessness,” only as “a world-wide 
deception.”'*° On the other hand, he concedes that the “first class” of 
the miracles of Jesus, the healings of sick people, as “supposed miracle, 
though only in an entirely natural way, sometimes may really have been 
effected by Jesus.”!*’ 


'31 Dodds 1985, 109; see Porphyry, Christ. (Harnack 1916, nr. 1, p. 46, frag. 4): magi- 
cis artibus operati sunt quaedam signa non est autem grande facere signa; nam fece- 
runt signa et in Aegypto magi contra Moysen, fecit et Apollonius, fecit et Apuleius, et 
infinita signa fecerunt. 

'32 Porphyry, Christ. (Harnack 1916, 76-77, frag. 49). 

'33 On this, see Van Uytfanghe 2001; Fauth 1987. This tendency continues in the later 
Neo-Platonic Lives. 

'34 See Spinoza, Tractatus theologico-politicus (Gawlick/Niewohner 1978, 190-227). 
On the prehistory, see Scholder 1990, esp. 138ff. on Spinoza (GV = 1966, 165ff.). 

'° Strauss 1864, 623-24. 

'6 Strauss 1873, 83 (GV = 1872, 72-73). 

'57 Strauss 1864, 425. On the concept of miracle in Strauss, see Hartlich/Sachs 1952, 
140-46: his view of the “same law-conformity in everything that happens” (Strauss 1837, 
87: “der gleichen Gesetzmafigkeit in allem Geschehen’’) makes every “miracle” impos- 
sible. But is not precisely this materialistic-monistic determinism, where he finally landed, 
a typically modern superstition? Does it not overlook the fact that we humans are limited 
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For quite some time already, miracles had not been “the favorite child 
of faith” in liberal German Protestantism. Rather, they appeared —and this 
applies to this day—to have become “the most aggravating embarrassment 
of faith,” which became visible in the Bultmann school in the fact that the 
term miracle (Mirakel) was readily used in a disparaging way,'** with- 
out consideration of its original sense as OavuGdovov, that which evokes 
extreme amazement and sometimes also dismay.'* “Miracle” comes from 
mirari, which is synonymous with @avudcetv. 

This deep aversion against everything miraculous had an impact 
on the judgment about our oldest source, Mark, and its historical value. 
The fact that the tendency toward “miraculous” embellishment grows 
in the progression of the tradition is shown by later apocryphal texts such 
as the fragment of the Gospel of Peter, the Infancy Gospel of Thomas, 
and the novelistic Acts of apostles. Moreover, it can hardly be doubted that 
the Synoptic Gospels already have a certain tendency toward the inten- 
sification of miraculous processes, although this—to the extent that we 
can test them through Synoptic comparison—is by no means very con- 
spicuous. Matthew and Luke sometimes also omit embellishing charac- 
teristics. The tendency to narrative intensification is most prominent in 
the latest Gospel in the canon, in John, though he can also make critical 
statements in relation to miracles. A faith that is based only on them is 
without substance.'*° 

The many legendary characteristics and miraculous stories cannot be 
adduced as an argument against the authorship of the oldest Gospels and 
the claim to eyewitness testimony. It is wrongheaded when, for example, 
Wellhausen, against Papias, fundamentally calls into question a connec- 
tion between the author of the Gospel of Mark and Peter because the nar- 
rative of the calling of four disciples “is legendary and cannot go back 


beings, have a field of vision that is subject to error, which in nature and history is capable 
only of limited knowledge of the “miracle” of God’s creation and activity? 

138 See, for example, Bultmann 1984a, 36ff. (GV = 1948a, 48ff.). There he opposes the 
Pauline understanding of the resurrection in 1 Cor 15.3-8 as an “authenticating miracle.” 

'3° On Bultmann and his teacher Wilhelm Herrmann, see note 83 above. The 0avpd- 
Ceuv (cf. Mark 5.20; Luke 11.14) can also be described as exmAnooeo8au: Luke 9.43, cf. 
Mark 7.37. Mark uses this verb especially with respect to Jesus’ teaching: 1.22; 6.2; 11.18. 

\40 Typical cases are expansions: thus in the feeding of the five thousand “men” 
(= human beings) in Mark 6.44 in Matt 14.21 through the addition “without women and 
children” or in the walking on water story from Mark 6.45-52 in Matt 14.22-33. Through 
the failure of Peter and Jesus’ critical question in 14.31 it receives a deeper theological 
significance. The word dtotéCetv “to doubt” occurs only here and in Matt 28.17 within the 
New Testament. Cf. Mark 11.23 and Matt 17.20; Luke 17.6. On criticism of miracles, see 
John 2.23-24; 4.48; 6.14-15; 12.37; 20.29. 
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to Peter.’’'*! If the tradition of Mark is “obfuscated,” then it is due to the 
conscious kerygmatic-narrative shaping, behind which stands the theo- 
logical intention of the author. Whether his material “passed through the 
mouths of many people” before it came to the author remains an unprov- 
able, indeed improbable assertion.'** Here, Wellhausen overlooks the fact 
that in the Gospel tradition the intervals of time are far shorter than in the 
case of the Old Testament narrative material and that the decisive preach- 
ers and tradents were also authoritative teachers in the young mission 
communities. !* 

Eduard Meyer, who knew ancient history in its whole breadth better 
than the Old Testament scholar and orientalist, said this about the remarks 
of Wellhausen on this point: 


This judgment is completely incomprehensible to me. 
To this he added 


when Wellhausen says further: “the miracle stories in the form in which 
they are presented in Mark oppose most of all the tracing back to the 
most intimate disciple,” then this is actually a rationalistic failure to rec- 
ognize the character of these stories and of the conceptual world out of 
which they grew. In the same way as they are told in Mark, believing 
eyewitnesses tell them in all times, not only in the Middle Ages and in 
the Orient but also in the Greek world.'4 


‘4! Wellhausen 1987, 155. 

‘42 Wellhausen 1987, 155 (our emphasis). In that case one would have to ask approxi- 
mately how many persons? After all, we have only a time of tradition of forty years. See 
note 99 above on Tacitus. In the Old Testament the situation was completely different. The 
claim that Peter “in his proclamation did not deliver lectures on the evangelical pericopes” 
and could not have brought them “in written form into to a series” creates a caricature. 
Peter must have told stories of Jesus. Otherwise the Gospel tradition, including the offen- 
sive miracle stories, would not have come to the west at all and the Gospels would not have 
arisen. See also section 6.4.1. 

'43 See section 6.4.1 with note 142. For the Papias note, see section 6.4.1 with note 121. 

4 Meyer 1962, 159 n. 1 on Wellhausen 1911. Even if one does not share Meyer’s 
speculations about a source of Peter and the twelve, one should nevertheless affirm his 
statement that “the tradition does not rest on community tradition but on very specific 
individualities” (160 n. 1), with Mark, for example, pointing “indeed to an individual emer- 
gence” against Dibelius’ criticism of Meyer (Dibelius 1921, 232), as more recent scholar- 
ship shows. See notes 68-72 in chapter 5. On the problem of “miracles” and “eyewitness 
testimony,” see the excursus below. 
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Beyond the examples of eyewitness accounts in the case of miraculous 
processes adduced by Meyer, we could also point to the phenomenon 
of the formation of legends during the lifetime of a hero, which 1s fre- 
quently attested from antiquity until the present. The companion, friend, 
and court historian Callisthenes recounts a “miraculous” passage of Alex- 
ander through a bay in Pamphylia, which Josephus already compares to 
Moses’ passage through the Reed Sea.'*° Callisthenes recounts further that 
the priest of the Ammon oracle told Alexander that he was a “son of Zeus” 
and that the king before the battle of Gaugamela prayed for divine support, 
“if he descended from Zeus,” support that he promptly obtained. 
R. Merkelbach comments with respect to the Alexander legend: 


Legends arise, wherever we can observe them, simultaneously or right 
after the events. 


Therefore, it was 


not at all surprising that the soldiers told such stories. The march of 
Alexander must have been an incredible adventure for them.'*° 


For many contemporaries and especially for his soldiers, Alexander 
(was) a mythical figure already during his lifetime. The presentations 
of the history of Alexander have largely obscured this. The genuine pic- 
ture of the historical Alexander, however, also includes this mythical 
element.’* 


If here we insert “Jesus” for Alexander, “disciples” for his soldiers, and 
“critical Jesus research” for the history of Alexander, then we stand 
before a—still unrecognized—fundamental problem of New Testament 


‘45 BGrH 124 F 3: Strabo 14.3.9 (666-667); Arrian, Anab. 1.26.1-2. See Hengel 
1984a, 17 n. 70 (1985b, 11, 124 n. 70). In Ant. 2.347—348 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 
317), Josephus comments cautiously and with consideration for educated Greco-Roman 
readers: “For my part, I have recounted each detail here told just as I found it in the sacred 
books. Nor let anyone marvel at the astonishing nature of the narrative nor doubt that it 
was given to men of old, innocent of crime, to find a road of salvation through the sea 
itself, whether by the will of God or maybe by accident.” After this he refers to the story 
of Alexander. He concludes: “However on these matters everyone is welcome to his own 
opinion.” Cf. Ant. 1.108. On this, see also Spinoza, Tractatus theologico-politicus, at the 
end of his chapter on miracles (Gawlick/Niewohner 1978, 226). 

'46 Merkelbach 1977, 61. 

'47 Merkelbach 1977, 92. 
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scholarship. In our view, despite some advances,'** the extremely contro- 
versial problem, legends or miracles and Jesus tradition, in the Gospels 
has indeed not yet been investigated in a satisfactory way. The contem- 
porary formation of legends or eyewitness testimony and miracle stories 
cannot be explained adequately by form criticism and certainly not by a 
purely literary-rhetorical approach that wants to regard the stories as mere 
literary fiction. It is based above all on the historical figure of the hero and 
his effect. 


EXCURSUS 


The Continued Effect of the Experience of 
Miracles and the Question of Eyewitness Testimony 


The problem of “miracle” and “eyewitness testimony” of contemporaries 
can be pursued in various ways from antiquity until the present. It belongs, 
among other things, to the special cases of an “oral history.” We have already 
pointed to the witnesses, who still lived during his time, of the healings of 
Vespasian in Alexandria in 69 CE in Tacitus.’ The Augustus legend recounts 
an appointed eyewitness testimony, where a vir praetorius is said to have tes- 
tified under oath to the journey to heaven of the deified emperor.’ In the sec- 
ond half of the second century CE, Lucian can parody this whole milieu by 
having unreliable eyewitnesses give accounts in The Lover of Lies, mocking 
the astonishingly rapid development of the legend of the fire death and jour- 
ney to heaven of Peregrinus, and describing the success of a person admired 
as a thaumaturgist in Alexander the False Prophet. However, it is precisely 
his polemical and ironical accounts that show that there were not a few eye- 
witnesses of mirabilia and that these existed even among educated enemies 
of faith.'*! 


148 Meier 1994, 509-1038; Theissen 1983 (GV = 1974); Theissen/Merz 1998, 281-313 
(GV = 1997, 256-83). By contrast, the work of Kollmann is flawed (see Kollmann 1996; 
2002 and note 40 in chapter 5). 

14 See note 99 above. 

'50 Seuetonius, Aug. 94-99 (97.1). As secretary to Hadrian Suetonius had access to 
the secret files. Livia is said to have bribed these eyewitnesses. Cf. also his contemporary 
Pliny the Younger, Ep. 7.27.12 (trans. Walsh 2006, 183), on the stories about phantasmata, 
which he believes, because he himself experienced such things: Et haec quidem adfirman- 
tibus credo; illud adfirmare aliis possum (“These details are attested by other persons, and 
I believe them; but I can attest to others the truth of the story that follows’’). 

'S!T ucian, Philops. 11ff.; Peregr. 39-41; Alex. Lucian had a certain knowledge of 
Christian tradition or of the Gospels and polemicized indirectly against them; see Hengel 
2004c, 103. 
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The continuing effects of the Christian miracle tradition in the early 
church are attested in multiple and very different ways.'** This applies despite 
the widespread view that in the time after the apostles, miracles “would no 
longer have been ‘necessary.’”'* Irenaeus wants to know about contempo- 
rary raisings of the dead.’™ Tertullian reports miraculous events during his 
time.'*? Origen also points to such events, which had become exceptions 
in comparison with the time of the apostles. According to him, the number 
of the signs of the Holy Spirit had decreased, but there were still “traces” of 
them “among some persons whose souls are purified by the Logos and by the 
deeds that correspond to him.”'** On the other hand, we also find in Origen 
a criticism of the overvaluation of miracles, since they have an ambivalent 
character.'*’ As already indicated by his byname, special miracle traditions 
are connected with Origen’s student Gregory Thaumaturgus'*—including 
numerous, not very edifying punitive miracles—and with the earliest monks 
in Egypt, beginning with Athanasius’ Life of Anthony. K. Heussi comments 
on them: 


It is completely impossible to unravel the emergence of the individual mira- 
cle stories that Athanasius has woven into his presentation. These...are... 
immensely important for understanding the activity of Anthony; nothing 
would be more wrong than to cut them out summarily with the critical knife. 
Athanasius by no means invented them. He drew . . . from the monastic 
tradition that had developed about Anthony. Thus, we can observe that these 


'S2 See now the overview in Van Uytfanghe 2001, esp. 1326ff. 

'53 Van Uytfanghe 2001, 1326; cf. Van Uytfanghe 1981, 207-8. 

'*Trenaeus, Haer: 2.31.2 and 32.4 (= Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.7.2-5). 

'S5 Tertullian, Scap. 4. The Christian Proculus heals the emperor Septimius Severus 
through anointing with oil. The prayer of Christians effectively hinders water scarcity and 
drought. Cf. the miracle of rain in Marcus Aurelius’ war against the Germans on account 
of the prayer of the Christian soldiers of the Melitene legion recounted in Eusebius, Hist. 
eccl. 5.5. Cf., however, Cassius Dio, Hist. Rom. 71.8: the miracle is said to go back to an 
Egyptian magician, and on this, in turn, the Christian epitomist Xiphilinus’ criticism of the 
Roman historian regarding the cause of the rain miracle. 

'56 Origen, Cels. 7.8; see also 1.2, 6, 46: effects of the Spirit attested through eyewit- 
nesses in the present; 2.8 and Hom. Jer. 4.3. On the miracles of pagan philosophers, see 
Céels. 3.57, 

'S7 Origen, Cels. 3.33-38; Minucius Felix, Oct. 20.3-4, and on this Harnack 1981, I: 
22 0tt, 226: 

'58 Ca, 210-275 CE; cf. the Life of Gregory Thaumaturgus by Gregory of Nyssa 
(ca. 335-395), which is embellished in a strongly legendary manner (Heil 1990, 3-57). 
Gregory of Nyssa’s grandmother was a student of Gregory Thaumaturgus. On this, see 
Crouzel 1983, 781-82: “In the case of the miracles that Gregory of Nyssa and others 
recount about G. it is impossible to separate truth and fiction. In any case, G. was a widely 
praised charismatic personality” (our emphasis). 
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miracles were told about him during the lifetime of Anthony. But we can 
only make speculations and estimations about the extent to which the indi- 
vidual stories are connected to a real experience of Anthony.’ 


To a large extent, such sentences could also be applied to the stories of 
the Gospels. This rich tradition continues from the fourth century with the 
Egyptian and Syrian-Palestinian monks and the great Cappadocians in Asia 
Minor.!® In the last book of The City of God,'*! Augustine recounts numerous 
“miracles” which he either experienced himself or claims to have learned 
about from reliable sources. In response to the opponents’ argument that 
the lack of miracles in the present shows the corresponding New Testament 
miracles to be doubtful he counters that many miracles have occurred also in 
his time, the eyewitnesses of which he knows or which are based on his own 
experiences, and it is only that these have largely remained unknown. To a 
larger extent they are connected with the relics of Stephen, which had been 
brought to Carthage not long before. He therefore prompted the collection 
of about seventy reports, which were read in the worship service, of which 
he comments on twenty-five. These reports, which go back in part to direct 
experience, are very different and interesting form-critically, but have never 
been made fruitful for the interpretation of the New Testament accounts, as is 
the case for the early church miracle tradition in general. Among others, they 
include three “raisings of the dead” of people who have just died; they, too, 
are, of course, legendarily embellished in part. This may go back already to 
the earliest eyewitnesses.'” Sulpicius Severus (ca. 360-410 CE), a contem- 
porary of Augustine, probably wrote his Life of Martin of Tours (316-397), 
which is brimming with miracles of every sort, right after his death. Two 
years earlier, in 395 CE, he had visited the saint. To be sure, he also recounts 
that doubts about the reality of these accounts arose in monastic circles of 
southern Gaul.'® Around 593/594 CE Pope Gregory the Great (540-640) 
composed his Dialogi de vita et miraculis patrum Italicorum in four books. 
The second book contains the Life of Benedict of Nursia (d. 547), while the 
first and third books recount the stories of forty-nine saints of his time, who 


'59 Heussi 1936, 86; cf. 171-78. 


169 On this, see Van Uytfanghe 2001, 1152ff. on Athanasius’ Life of Antony (1186); 


1202 on the Historia monachorum in Aegypto; 1206-7 on the Historia Lausiaca; see fur- 
ther 1182ff., 1187ff., 1195ff., 1199-1232. 


'6! Augustine, Civ. 22.8. 
16? Augustine, Civ. 22.8: nam etiam nunc fiunt miracula in eius nomine . . . (8.1). On 


this, see Harnack 1910 (= 1980, 78-97). 


'63 On this, see Frank 1975, II: 13ff., and Berschin 1986, 195ff.; Stancliffe 1983. His 


work gave the main impetus for the veneration of Martin. On this, see Van Uytfanghe 2001, 
1262-70. 
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are mostly unknown. The belief in miracles of this work, which is structured 
in a literarily artistic way, can, to some extent, scarcely be outdone; Greg- 
ory constantly appeals to people who vouch for them.'™ Here too, despite 
the relative temporal proximity, legend and memory have inseparably fused 
together. Later, the Venerable Bede also frequently names contemporary eye- 
witnesses of miracles.'® It is conspicuous that these peculiar stories are very 
multifaceted and are not forced to take a certain form. The whole complex 
deserves a detailed monographic investigation. 


We could continue even longer in this milieu, which appears foreign to us 
today. The rural population in Galilee and also the disciples of Jesus were 
undoubtedly scarcely more critical than Augustine in North Africa or Sul- 
picius Severus in Gaul at the turn of the fourth to the fifth century, Gregory 
the Great in Italy in the sixth century, and Bede in Anglo-Saxon Northum- 
bria at the turn from the seventh to the eighth century. The miracle stories 
and motifs of the Gospels were not a syncretistic or secondary product of 
the spread of Christianity in the pagan Hellenistic-Roman world. They 
belong from the very beginning to the proclamation of the primitive com- 
munity and are rightly connected with the person of Jesus. Beginning with 
the first recounting, they may have been increasingly (in some cases mas- 
sively; we can scarcely determine this in detail) intensified, reshaped, and 
adapted to the missionary situation. In terms of content they consistently 
have a Palestinian-Jewish character. Even the wine miracle of Cana need 
not be a direct import from the cult of Dionysus that made Jesus a competi- 
tor of Dionysus. In our view, it more likely comes from Galilean “Messiah 
haggada,” which, for its part, had long since taken up Dionysian motifs.’ 

This line can easily be extended into the present. E. Meyer refers 
to his investigations on the Mormons. One could even more plausibly 
adduce the Eastern European Hasidim from the time of their founder Baal 
Shem Tov in the eighteenth century and above all the Roman canoniza- 
tion records and relatively contemporary figures of the nineteenth century 
such as Don Bosco, the orphan father of Turin, Jean-Marie Vianney, the 


164 Berschin 1986, I: 305-24: “One cannot dispute that the Dialogi are still prob- 
lematic reading for many modern readers. Gregory portrays many miracles in a way that 
touches on magical notions” (307). A theological intent indeed stands behind this. See 
Manselli 1983, 948: “The saint is active as mediator and instrument, which through his 
prayer and his intercession expresses and effects even the intervention of God.” Gregory 
“completed . . . his work as theologian and counselor of souls with a painting that is full 
of life” (949). 

165 See, for example, Hist. Anglorum 4.30-32; 5.1-12, and his Vita Cuthberti (PL 
94.575-596). Bede was born in 672. Cuthbert died in 687. 

'©6 Hengel 1987b = 1995, 293-330 (GV = 2007b, 568-600). 
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pastor of Ars,'®’ and the no less carefully reported “Blumhardtian stories,” 
whose interpretation by Blumhardt himself is, of course, one-sided.'® In 
the twentieth century one would need to mention the recently canonized 
Padre Pio. If one begins to search here, the examples are endless. 

With this nothing is said yet about the “historicity” of “miracle sto- 
ries” in the proper sense, 1.e., about the “real happening” that underlies 
the stories. Often they are surely based on fiction, especially in the literary 
sphere, for example in the Acts of apostles or in the legends or biogra- 
phies of saints. The religious taste of the masses seeks a pious sensational 
story. But there are also traditions that make one pause and think. After 
all, in itself the historical fact of the miracle can neither be proven nor 
explained. The concern is also not simply with a breaking of the laws 
of nature. This is a relatively modern notion. Ancient Judaism and early 
Christianity knew, as we have said, only God’s “creation” and its reliable 
ordering, further its God-determined history and from this him as sover- 
eign “creator,” “preserver,’ “Lord,” and “judge.” It was decisive that the 
concern was with a happening that contradicted human experience and 
evoked general “amazement,” precisely with a Navudotov/miraculum, 
which could be ascribed only to a superhuman power, 1.e., to God himself, 
“for whom all things are possible” (or to his adversaries). And this was 
(and is)—in the ambivalence of the process, which is difficult to control 
exactly —a matter of “apprehension” or interpretation, one could also say: 
of faith and of the understanding of reality connected with it. How does 
God’s transcendence become an effectual reality in this world, and how 
does he act with us humans? In our context, the concern can, however, 
be only with the phenomenon of contemporary witness and eyewitness, 
with it always being necessary to take into account the consciousness of 
humans and of their respective time. In Galilee and in the primitive Chris- 
tian communities rational criticism (in the modern sense) was certainly 
not very developed. But there too we should not simply presuppose an 
unrestrained belief in miracles and production of miracles. This occurs 
only in the semi-educated literary milieu of the novels about the apostles 
starting in the second half of the second century. 

Today many are more prepared than in the nineteenth century, which 
in broad circles of the intellectual world up to the late D. F. Strauss was 
shaped by materialism a la Biichner’s Force and Matter, to grant in prin- 
ciple miraculous healings to Jesus (which are attested relatively often in 


'67 See the instructive—though on the whole entirely uncritical—compilation in 
Schamoni 1976, IX—X, and Schamoni 1968. See also the (liberal) church historian Nigg 
1946, 354-91, on the pastor of Ars. 

168 See now Ising 2002. 
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the Gospels)—and perhaps also other “astonishing” processes, such as 
foresight and knowledge of human thoughts. Even the possibility that he 
brought back to life individual people who were critically ill and con- 
sidered dead cannot be excluded. The well-known later parallels in Phi- 
lostratus’ Life of Apollonius of Tyana and Acts 20.9-10 and the examples 
of Augustine show that in antiquity one was not always so certain here. 
The account in Mark 5.35-43 about the twelve-year-old daughter of Jairus 
is—as 5.39 signals—told in an ambivalent way, and a similar judgment 
could be reached about the young man of Nain in Luke 7.11-17. This 
applies all the more to Acts 20.9-10. At that time burials took place on the 
day on which the person passed away. To be sure, the historicity of such 
stories can never be proven. However, whoever wants to regard all of them 
as mere fiction should at least try to justify this sufficiently. 

The so-called “nature miracles” —which are even more enigmatic for 
us than the healings, which, for their part, can sometimes scarcely be sepa- 
rated from the exorcisms—are also ultimately connected with the deep 
impression made by the deeds and person of Jesus. We can only speculate 
about their starting point and the occasion of their development. Even a 
narrative such as the “stilling of the storm” in Mark 4.35-41 need not be 
based on mere fiction. In our view, it is too easy to regard such accounts 
in the earliest Gospel texts as free inventions. By contrast, it is under- 
standable that they were developed and intensified in the —kerygmatically 
conditioned—continual telling of them. 

We think that almost all of them have a concrete basis in the actions 
of Jesus and from there continued to take shape, whether under the influ- 
ence of Old Testament motifs, such as the Elijah/Elisha miracles, thus, for 
example, in the feeding stories,'” or whether through visionary experi- 
ences of the disciples, for instance in the transfiguration or the walking 
on the sea—we do not know. The transfer of motifs is also possible in 
individual cases. But we also should not—due to a false, “‘anti-miracle” 
apologetic and in order to obtain a modern Jesus—ascribe the miracle tra- 
dition as far away from him as possible to a temporally-spatially distant 
“Hellenistic community” but rather acknowledge that Jesus is at this point 
more foreign and uncanny than we enlightened Christians of the western 
world would like to believe. Presumably these features are better under- 
stood in the Third World. The understanding of ancient religious texts such 
as the Gospels is not furthered by rationalistic arrogance. The actual prob- 
lem of such phenomena—which are extremely rare in our experience—is 
that they usually withdraw themselves from a simple rational explanation 
through their contingency. The “enlightened” person can only marvel (or 


169 See the end of section 16.3 with note 102. 
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“be irritated”) at this; he cannot be compelled to a religious understanding. 
The ambivalence of “miracles,” which we already encounter in antiquity, 
applies all the more today. To this one can add the fact that these phe- 
nomena are not restricted to the Christian faith but are also found in other 
religions—for example in Buddhism—and the fact that the danger of mis- 
use is always connected with them. 

Jesus himself, his disciples, and the Synoptic tradition understood 
these “deeds of power” as signs of the kingdom of God dawning with his 
activity and thus also as “messianic” signs. This continues — in intensified 
form—in the Johannine understanding of onuetov. Thus, not only Jesus’ 
proclamation of the kingdom but also his “deeds” lead necessarily to the 
question of his “messianic” claim. 


17 


Prophet or Messiah?" 


17.1 Jesus as the Messianic Prophet 


In his short work Die Erforschung der synoptischen Evangelien,’ R. Bult- 
mann summarizes the result of his academic efforts with respect to Jesus’ 
self-understanding and claim: 


To me... the necessary consequence of the analysis of his words 
appears to be 


that Jesus did not 


regard himself to be the Messiah and . . . first became Messiah in the 
faith of the community. . . . In any case one sees clearly that Jesus did not 
appear with the claims that accompanied the Jewish view of the Messiah 
title. The correct characterization of his activity is that he was a prophet. 


Thus far he follows William Wrede’s theses,’ which were admittedly for- 
mulated much more cautiously. Neither Wrede nor Bultmann had inves- 
tigated in greater detail the diverse messianic expectations of Judaism at 
the turn of the age but started with the presupposition of a purely politi- 
cal image of the Messiah. Both were one-sidedly—today we could say 


' Wrede 1971 (GV = 1969); Bultmann 2007, I: 26-32 (GV = 1984b, 26-34); Collins 
1995; Zimmermann 1998; Hengel/Schwemer 2001; Hengel 1995, esp. 1-72; Dunn 2003b, 
615-766. Cf. now also Allison 2010, 221—304; Deines 2012a; 2012b. 

> Bultmann 1966, 49 (ET = 1934b, 71). 

3Tn a letter to Harnack just two years before his early death, Wrede recanted his thesis 
of an unmessianic Jesus; see Rollmann/Zager 2001, 317, and Hengel/Schwemer 2001, IX, 
19ff. with note 71 (ET = Hengel 1995, 17ff. with note 16). On Wrede’s thesis, see sections 
17.3.1-17.3.2. 
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inadequately —informed about the “Jewish views” that “were given with 
the title Messiah.” This also applies to more recent investigations that have 
taken over the thesis of Wrede.* However, the sentences of the Marburg 
scholar that immediately follow stand in clear opposition to this view: 


To be sure, one may and must designate the movement that he ignited 
in the Jewish people as a messianic movement, for it was carried by the 
faith that the messianic promises are now fulfilled, that the kingdom of 
God is now dawning, and one already feels and sees its dawning in the 
mighty activity of Jesus and the flight of the evil spirits.° 


Here the question arises: How can a figure who is firmly designated as 
nonmessianic and only as a “prophet” awaken “through his mighty activ- 
ity” the impression of the “fulfillment of the messianic promises” and 
of the dawning of the kingdom of God and thereby ignite “a messianic 
movement,” and yet himself strictly reject every “messianic claim’? And 
if the people saw in Jesus the fulfillment of “messianic promises” at work, 
should this not be connected with the fact that he ultimately viewed himself 
as “fulfiller” of these very promises? Or did he lead the people astray? Are 
not historical inconsistencies present here, which also make it impossible 
to distinguish in a meaningful way the eschatological “prophet” John from 
the “prophet” Jesus who followed him? Nevertheless, this contradictory 
view became widely established in German scholarship and partly also in 
American scholarship. Only Ernst Kasemann dared to contradict the head 
of the school at this point, when from the expression “But I say to you” of 
the antitheses of the Sermon on the Mount he inferred a “claim” that “far 
surpasses that of any rabbi or prophet,” for 


* A typical example is the habilitation thesis of Karrer 1990, which disdains what 
stands to reason and to some extent reaches very bizarre hypotheses in his derivation of the 
Messiah title. The texts of Qumran, whose significance he does not recognize, point, by 
contrast, in the right direction. See Zimmermann 1998, passim; Collins 1995, 209: “Jewish 
ideas of messianism were not uniform. There was a dominant notion of a Davidic mes- 
siah, as the king who would restore the kingdom of Israel. . . . There were also, however, 
minor messianic strands, which envisaged a priestly messiah, or an anointed prophet or a 
heavenly Son of Man. Christian messianism drew heavily on some of the minor strands 
(prophet, Son of Man).” 

> Bultmann 1966, 49, our emphasis (ET = 1934b, 71-72); 2007, I: 26-32 (GV = 
1984b, 26-34): Jesus’ life and work were “unmessianic” (32; cf. 27; GV = 33; cf. 28). It 
“was not as a king but as a prophet and a rabbi [sic!] that Jesus appeared—and one, may 
add, as an exorcist” (27; GV = 28). But of what prophet was it said that Satan and the evil 
spirits had to give way before him? Would that not rather fit with a figure such as the arch- 
angel Michael (Rev 12)? 
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The only category which does justice to his claim (quite independently 
of whether he used it himself and required it of others) is that in which 
his disciples themselves place him—namely, that of the Messiah.° 


K4semann is surely to be affirmed in his claim that the question of whether 
and how far Jesus himself lay claim to messianic titles must be distin- 
guished from the question of his messianic claim. It is not the titles which 
are decisive for the evaluation of his activity, but the eschatological 
authority —which is unmistakable and fundamentally intensified in com- 
parison with contemporary authorities, who likewise appeared as escha- 
tological teachers and prophets, such as the Teacher of Righteousness and 
above all John the Baptist. This means that in the first instance we need to 
ask not whether he designated himself as “the anointed one of God” (or let 
himself be designated as such) but whether he, going beyond the measure 
of a teacher and prophet, acted as such. It is also necessary to consider the 
larger bandwidth of the meanings of the term “the anointed one” attested 
by the Qumran texts, which is broader than what has previously been 
acknowledged and expressed at least as much an eschatological function 
given by God as it did a dignity. E. P. Sanders could be right when he begins 
his quest for Jesus with Jesus’ deeds as signs of his intention,’ though it 
is important to clarify that there is only an apparent opposition between 
deed and word, for the deed is also not wordless and the word can, as the 
healing accounts and the story of the stilling of the storm show, become 
a deed. Further, it would be necessary to ask whether through the ver- 
dict “prophet but not Messiah” a false opposition is established, which is 
one-sidedly oriented to the royal Messiah image of later rabbinic Judaism, 
where the Messiah appears to be primarily (but not exclusively) a politi- 
cally active, royal-ruling figure and as a victorious warrior. We cannot pre- 
suppose in Judaism—at least in the prerabbinic period before 70 CE—a 
fixed “Messianic doctrine” and on such a dubious basis reject a limine the 
Synoptic reports about a messianic claim of Jesus.’ For example, instead 
of the royal Messiah, the Samaritans, who acknowledged after all only 
the Pentateuch as Holy Scripture, expected the eschatological prophet as 
bringer of salvation on the basis of Deut 18.15, 18. This notion surfaces 
even in the Gospel of John. While the Johannine Baptist distances himself 


© Kasemann 1964b, 38 (our emphasis; GV = Késemann 1960/1964, I: 206). On 
this, cf. also Hengel/Schwemer 2001 (Der messianische Anspruch Jesu). The title of the 
book (The Messianic Claim of Jesus) was chosen on the basis of the quoted statement of 
E. Kasemann. On Jesus and the Baptist, see chapter 10. 

7 Sanders 1985, see 439 (index, s.v. “Intention”) and 61 for the temple cleansing as the 
“surest starting point of our investigation.” 

8 On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 2001; see now also Theissen 2003b, 28. 
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from it,’ it is applied to Jesus by the people, while the Fourth Evangelist,!° 
as Wayne Meeks has shown, presents Jesus, among other things, as the 
““prophet-king” characterized by Moses typology, who certainly as such 
absolutely surpasses and replaces Moses."! 

By now we know that already in Qumran there was expectation, along- 
side the priestly and Davidic-royal anointed ones, of a prophetic anointed 
one in accordance with Deut 18 as well, and even the prophets, beginning 
with Moses, could be designated as “anointed ones.” Prophetic and royal 
characteristics flowed into each other, as already in Isa 11.1ff. and Pss. 
Sol. 17/18. David, too, was, as exemplary bearer of the Spirit, king and 
prophet, and his psalms were, alongside Isaiah, the most important “pro- 
phetic” book in Qumran and in primitive Christianity. In Zech 9.9-10 the 
messianic king who enters Jerusalem is described as a humble ruler who 
brings peace. 

In the text from 4Q521 quoted above, which is based on Isa 26; 35; 
61 and Ps 146, it is, for example, disputed which “Messiah” is intended, 
with the salvific action of God and of his anointed one being connected with 
each other.'* The question of the “messianic claim” of Jesus can therefore 
no longer be so easily dismissed, as sometimes still happens today, with a 
wave of the hand. This happened prematurely through Wrede, who after 
intensive study of the problem made a retraction, and it took place with 
far too much self-assurance and decisiveness through Bultmann and most 
of his students. Proceeding from the questionable alternative “prophet” or 
“Messiah” was an unacceptable simplification of the historical problem. 


? John 1.21, 25: 6 MeOHTIG, i.e., the eschatological prophet in the sense of Moses 
redivivus. 

'0 John 6.14-15; cf. 7.40. The crowd asks after the feeding miracle: “Is this not truly 
the prophet who comes into the world” and then wants to seize him and make him king. 
Against Bultmann 1962, 158 n. 2 (ET = 1971, 213 n. 7; see, however, Jeremias 1926, 83), 
the eschatological prophet does, of course, have to do with the “Moses redivivus.” Bult- 
mann also errs in relation to John 1.21 when he (89; GV = 61) opines that the interpreta- 
tion of the “prophet” from Deut 18.15, 18 as referring to the Messiah emerges only with 
Christianity: “In Judaism the expectation of the ‘prophet’ is not attested.” All the more 
questionable is his speculation that we are dealing here with an expectation “in hereti- 
cal and syncretistic circles,” according to which, as in the Pseudo-Clementines (or with 
the Manichees), “the ‘prophet’ embodies himself in different figures . . . in the course of the 
generations” (GV = 61-62; cf. 1971, 90). The Jewish expectation of a messianic prophet 
according to Deut 18 is now also confirmed by the Qumran discoveries; see Zimmermann 
1998, 379-87, on 4Q521; Collins 1995, 268 index, s.v. “Moses” and especially 112-22, 
144-46. Schwemer 2001b, 208-17. 

'' Meeks 1967, 99; cf. 319-20. 

'2 On this, see section 4.5 with note 201 and the end of section 10.5 with note 68. 
See also Zimmermann 1998, 379-88, and for the prophetic conceptions of the anointed in 
general, 312-417. 
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17.2 The I Sayings of Jesus" 


Through his eschatological claim to bring the fulfillment of the Old Testa- 
ment promises Jesus combined different aspects of contemporary Juda- 
ism. This was in its way unique. For precisely this reason he provoked 
that offense which brought him in the end to the cross. A necessary but 
not entirely natural homecoming to Judaism was promoted by the liberal 
neo-Protestant image of the unmessianic rabbi and prophet Jesus, whereas 
insightful Jewish scholars such as J. Klausner and D. Flusser did not doubt 
the messianic claim of Jesus. On the other hand, Protestant scholarship 
provided some Jewish scholars with arguments for interpreting Jesus as a 
mere “Pharisee of a special kind,” which he was not.'* For this he already 
lacked the interest in the halakah and its casuistry, which he in fact rejected. 
The distance of Jesus from the dominant contemporary Jewish groups, 
despite the indisputable fact that he was Jewish through and through, is 
visible precisely in the special form of his underivable messianic authority. 
This can be seen, for example, in the especially controversial sayings in 
which Jesus speaks of his messianic sending in the first person. Bultmann 
explained these words in general as secondary,’ and most of his students 
followed him in this judgment. In them Jesus’ sending is said to be sum- 
marized very generally merely in retrospect. By contrast, J. Jeremias has 
demonstrated, in our view convincingly, that the sayings introduced with 
1\8ov, “I have come,” followed by an infinitive, can sometimes simply 
mean in Aramaic texts “my task is... , I intend .. .”'° The decisive ques- 
tion is whether these sayings really fit better in some later community situ- 
ation or whether they cannot be more sensibly integrated into the overall 
context of the preaching of Jesus. 

Mark 2.17: with two antithetical sayings Jesus rejects here the accu- 
sations of the Pharisees regarding his fellowship with sinners: “Those 
who are well do not need a physician but those who are sick. I have not 
come (this means: my task is not) to call righteous but sinners.”’'’ Here 
the concern is not with a later community situation—there the sinners and 


'3 Bultmann 1963, 150-63 (GV = 1995, 161-76); Jeremias 1970, 250ff. (GV = 1979, 
239ff.); Jeremias 1967b, 166-67. 

'4 On this, see note 50 in chapter 5. 

'S Bultmann 1963, 155 (GV = 1995, 167). 

© Jeremias 1967b, 166-67. 

'! Mark 2.17: ovx HAOov xaréoa Sixalovs GAAG eaotmAOUc. Cf. Luke 5.31-32 = 
Matt 9.12-13, which also inserts the quotation from Hos 6.6 (cf. Matt 12.7). On the restraint 
of the Pharisaic haberim vis-a-vis the table fellowship with the ’ammé hd-’ares, see Bill. 
I: 498; see further the Cynic slogan ascribed to Diogenes in Klostermann 1971, 26-27, 
according to Stobaeus, Flor, 3.462.14. 
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even more so the tax collectors no longer stood at the center—but with 
an extremely controversial point in the activity of Jesus himself, since he 
breaks with the generally valid religious norm and therefore is defamed 
as “friend of tax collectors and sinners.”!* In the later Palestinian Jew- 
ish Christian community tax collectors and sinners were hardly highly 
appreciated any longer. The formula “Gentiles and tax collectors” again 
becomes an insult there.'? Closely related to Mark 2.17 in terms of sub- 
stance is Luke 19.10, where Luke, after the story of Zacchaeus, places in 
Jesus’ mouth the saying “The Son of Man has come to seek and save what 
is lost.” In this saying the same intention of Jesus finds expression.”° 
Luke 12.49-50 (special material): “I came to cast fire on the earth, 
and how I wish that it were already set on fire. I must be baptized with a 
baptism, and how impatient I am until it is finally accomplished.” Related, 
but secondary, since it is no longer eschatologically conditioned, is Gos. 
Thom. 82: “The one who is near me is near the fire, the one who is far from 
me is far from the kingdom.” In Luke Jesus interprets his own messianic 
commission to proclaim the kingdom. His message is to be active as a 
fire, which in the end even consumes him. To the fire as metaphor of judg- 
ment (and purification) corresponds water as symbol of death.’ For Luke 
this saying is connected with the coming “stronger one” as “fire baptizer” 
in the preaching of John and with the pouring out of the Spirit at Pente- 
cost.” The first is also an expression of God’s presence, for the judging 
and purifying power of repentance and for the renewal of the sinful human 
being. According to the second half of the double saying of Luke 12.49-50 
about the “‘fire baptism,’ Jesus reckons with his death, but still in an unde- 
fined way, in contrast to the passion predictions in Mark, which are more 
strongly developed as vaticinia ex eventu. The image of the death-baptism 
probably comes from the proclamation of the Baptist.?> The emphasis on 


'8T uke 7.34 = Matt 11.19; cf. Mark 2.16 = Luke 5.30 = Matt 9.11; Luke 15.1. 

'9 Matthew 18.17; cf. 5.46; 21.31-32: oi teA@vat nat ai MOOVAL. 

2° Tn John tax collectors no longer appear, and the term G&uaotwAdc is applied only 
to Jesus in the controversy around the healing of the blind man in chapter 9. Tax collec- 
tors also play no role any longer in the epistles and in the later early Christian literature, 
including the apocryphal Gospels. The turning to “tax collectors and sinners” is also not a 
direct reference to the Gentile mission. Even in the apologists teA@vaut appears only once 
in Justin, 7 Apol. 15.10, namely with a negative meaning as a quotation of Matt 5.46. 

*! Luke 24.32; cf. Jer 5.14; 23.29; Isa 10.17; 66.15; Deut 4.24; Ps 18.9 and elsewhere. 

*? Luke 3.16-17 = Matt 3.11-12; see section 13.6 with note 141; Acts 2.3, 19. On the 
metaphor, see Lang 1969 (GV = 1959); cf. Lang 1969, 944 (GV = 1959, 943.24): Luke 
12.49 “comprehensively describes the mission of Jesus as a fulfillment of the promise of 
the Baptist.” Cf. also Lang 1969, 935 (GV = 1959, 934.7): “fire is also a means of ritual 
purification.” 

*3 Cf. Mark 10.38-39; Luke 12.50 and the end of section 9.3. 
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Jesus’ own inner struggle can scarcely be an invention of the community. 
And it is even more certain that one cannot ascribe the whole to a Christian 
prophetic saying. The reference to fire characterizes the immediate “mes- 
sianic activity” of Jesus. In the mouth of a primitive Christian prophet the 
whole thing is meaningless. 

Right after this double saying there follows another saying, which 
makes a no less provocative impression: “Do you believe that I have come 
to bring peace upon the earth, no, I say to you, but division!”* Jesus’ 
message of the dawning kingdom brings in the first instance not external 
peace but unrest and division not only in Galilee and Jerusalem but right 
into the midst of families, between those who listen to Jesus and those 
who reject him. Matthew replaces the Lukan “division” (StapeQLopoc) 
with “sword” (uday~o.l0c.), which could point to the increasing persecutions 
by the Roman rulership in his time between 90 and 100 CE under Domi- 
tian and Trajan. Moreover, in 10.35-36 he adds another AOov saying and 
transforms Luke’s allusion to the controversy in the family according to 
Mic 7.6 into a genuine quotation, which follows not the Septuagint but 
rather the Hebrew text.” 

Luke 10.16 points to the sending out of the disciples in the authority 
of Jesus. The saying appears in variable form in all four Gospels: “Who- 
ever hears you, hears me, and whoever rejects you, rejects me; but whoever 
rejects me, he rejects the one who sent me.” Behind this stands the principle 
of the Semitic messenger that the sent one represents the sender himself.”° 
The saying was quoted often and varied in diverse ways.”’ It is related in 
substance to Jesus’ answer to the Baptist in Luke 7.23: “Blessed is the one 
who does not take offense at me.” Whoever takes offense at Jesus, sins 
against God who sends him. Listening to Jesus and to his disciples is the 
opposite of the oxavdaAtCeoOa, a listening to God himself. 

The six antitheses that start in Matt 5.21, which are only found in 
Matthew, are especially controversial.** At best the form of the antitheses 
can be faintly heard in Luke 6.27, in the formula “But I say to you, to 


*4 Luke 12.51 = Matt 10.34. 

*° The streamlined Matthean version need not point back to Q; rather, it is probably 
attributable to the evangelist. The introduction in 10.34 ndOov Bakeiv ... mi tiv yf\v 
could be formulated after Luke 12.49a. Matthew omits Luke 12.49b, 50 because a struggle 
of Jesus before Gethsemane is scarcely tolerable for him. See, by contrast, Luke 22.36-37. 

°° See section 11.7 with note 174 and m. Ber. 5.5; cf. Bill. III: 2 and Rengstorf 1933, 
414-20 (ET = 1965, 413-19). 

*7 Parallels (see Aland 2005, 149): Matt 10.40; Mark 9.37; John 12.44 and 13.20. It 
continues to have effects in Ign. Eph. 6.1; Did. 11.4 and Justin, 7 Apol. 63.5. 

8 On this, see Hengel 1987c, 375ff. (= Hengel 1999b, 267ff.). See also section 14.5. 
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those listening,’”? to which in Matthew the sixth antithesis about love of 
enemies corresponds. Even if this form cannot be directly traced back to 
Jesus, materially it brings to expression his unique eschatological author- 
ity, which fundamentally stands over that of Moses. His message contains 
as new “messianic Torah” the true will of the Father, which is valid for the 
kingdom of God and is not simply identical with the letter of the Torah 
from Sinai.°*° 

The Amen sayings: The frequent “Amen, I say to you”! is a cor- 
roborating speech introduction, which, as Jeremias has shown, has no 
analogies in Judaism. While there the responding Gmen serves only as 
affirmation after the speech of another, Jesus uses it to introduce his very 
own authoritative sayings and to express their validity. The closest paral- 
lels are the sayings of revelation of the prophets: “Thus speaks YHWH” 
or “Saying of YHWH.” In contrast to these sayings, however, Jesus no 
longer appeals to a word of God that has come to him but speaks in the 
authority of his own “divine immediacy” (Gottesunmittelbarkeit), which 
can only be called “messianic.” Matthew, who imitates this and other for- 
mulaic expressions of the speech of Jesus, because he is still aware of 
their significance, has thirty-one uses of this language, Mark has thirteen, 
and the Greek Luke, who usually omits or translates Aramaic words and 
expressions, only six, often saying instead A€yo (yao) Uuiv.? By compar- 
ison with the Synoptics John intensifies the introduction through doubling, 
using G@urVv Gury A€yo Uuiv twenty-five times. Even the Fourth Evan- 
gelist still knew of the uniqueness of this formula and wanted to outbid 
the Synoptics through the doubled Gury Gunny. This introductory formula 
may also stand behind the antitheses with their use of ya 6€ A€yo vuiv.* 
This means that this introduction communicates “a materially new thing, a 
consciousness of majesty that lays claim to divine authority.” At the same 
time, it is an “unmistakable linguistic sign of the ipsissima vox Jesu.”* 


° Luke 6.27: GAAG buiv AEyw Toic GXOVOVOLV. ... 

3° On the rabbinic parallel to the antithesis, see note 114 in chapter 14 and Hengel 
1999b, 267-73. On Matthew’s understanding of the Torah, see Deines 2004, passim. 

31 Aut Aéyo iv (or once oot). 

** Jeremias 1966a, 148ff. 

33 Three times he replaces the Gufv with GAnOa@c: Luke 9.27; 12.44; 21.3. He more 
frequently has simply Aéyw (yao) vuiv: 7.9, 26, 28; 10.12, 24; 11.8, etc. 

34 Hengel 2002, 267-68. 

35 Jeremias 1966a, 148-51, quotation on 151. Berger 1970, 190, unjustifiably wanted 
to view it as a pre-Christian, Jewish-apocalyptic speech form and appealed for this to the 
long form (version A) of T. Ab. 8.7 and 20.2, which has clearly been reworked by Chris- 
tians. In later Christian texts the formula is imitated time and again; see Berger 1970, 
131-32. It is absurd to want to regard this formula as a “product of syncretism” (Berger 
1970, 147). 
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These examples may suffice. In this context, we can leave to the side 
controversial sayings that are possibly secondary transformations, such as 
Matt 5.17, which expresses the evangelist’s understanding of the law in 
connection with the Sermon on the Mount,” the invitation of the Savior 
(Heilandsruf) in Matt 11.28-30 (29),*’ and the ransom saying in Mark 
10.45. But this last saying about the “service” of the Son of Man can 
indeed go back to Jesus. It concludes in Mark the discussion of the dis- 
ciples before the arrival in Jerusalem and in our judgment belongs in the 
context of the Last Supper.** In all this it becomes clear that a fundamental 
stock of Jesus sayings characterizes his sending and special authority, 1.e., 
the messianic task assigned to him by God, namely in such a way that he 
does not do what is expected by the religious leaders and what is accept- 
able to the majority of the people but rather the opposite: 

1. He comes not as the one who confirms the righteous in their piety 
but as the one who brings salvation to the excluded and despised, whom 
God seeks to lead to repentance. 

2. He does not bring tranquility, order, and prosperity; rather, God’s 
kingdom, like the fire of judgment, is to run rampant, indeed, it will bring 
about division that extends into families. 

3. His authority stands over the Torah of Moses, for he proclaims the 
eschatological, true and at the same time original will of God. 

4. He speaks no longer only as a prophet but as one who stands in very 
direct connection to the Father and, authorized by him, can speak in his 
own name. 

These sayings and forms of speech scarcely fit in the later situation 
and theology of the community. Rather, they express Jesus’ unique claim, 
1.e., his messianic authority. 


17.3 The Messianic Secret*’ 
17.3.1 Wrede’s Question Mark 


William Wrede’s small study Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evange- 
lien (ET = The Messianic Secret) became an important milestone in the 


36 On this, see now the fundamental work of Deines 2004. 

37 On this, see Hengel 2001c, 96-99 (ET = 1995, 87-89); Luz 2001, 170-76 (GV = 
1985-2002, II: 216-24): “In Matthew Jesus calls in wisdom’s stead” (ET = 172; GV = 218). 

38 On the inner connection with the Last Supper tradition, cf. Luke 22.27. On this, see 
the end of section 19.4. In our judgment, the story of the footwashing in John 13 has grown 
out of this tradition of the “serving” of Jesus in connection with the Last Supper. 

3° Riisinen 1990; cf. Dunn 2003b, 624-27 and elsewhere. 
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controversial quest for the historical Jesus.“° Methodologically this book 
broke even more sharply with the older psychologizing Jesus research than 
the great work of Albert Schweitzer, which did not bear without reason the 
subtitle Von Reimarus bis Wrede (From Reimarus to Wrede) in its first edi- 
tion.*! In the same year as Wrede’s book, Schweitzer’s programmatic writ- 
ing Das Messianitdts- und Leidensgeheimnis. Eine Skizze des Lebens Jesu 
(ET = The Mystery of the Kingdom of God: The Secret of Jesus’ Messiah- 
ship and Passion) also appeared.*” Wrede’s study anticipated the methods 
of the later “redaction-critical” approach of inquiring about the theological 
intention of the author and one-sidedly determined the course of scholar- 
ship in the twentieth century, which had just begun, thereby creating a 
scholastic tradition, so to speak. Schweitzer’s study, on the other hand, 
basically looked backward and through its psychologizing methods was 
itself still bound to the defects of the old life-of-Jesus scholarship of the 
nineteenth century. It followed the thread of the Markan narrative in a far 
too trusting way, as if one were dealing here with a continuous biography. 
And yet his conception points beyond Wrede’s restrictive skepticism at 
the decisive point, namely in the fact that it dared to ask in a thorough- 
going way about the messianic self-consciousness of Jesus and the way 
of Jesus that was determined through this.** To be sure, Wrede was much 


40 Wrede 1969 [1901], with the subtitle: Zugleich ein Beitrag zum Versténdnis 
des Markusevangelium (Or, a Contribution to the Understanding of the Gospel of Mark). 
For the English translation, see Wrede 1971. For critical interaction with Wrede, see also 
Hengel/Schwemer 2001, 257 index; Hengel 1995, 397 index. 

*! Schweitzer 1906; 1913? (ET = 2000). 

*? Schweitzer 1956 [1901] (ET = 1914). In a very thorough study B. Pitre has taken 
up again the concern of Schweitzer; see Pitre 2005, vii—viii, 10ff., 504ff. and elsewhere. 

‘3 Against Wrede he comes to the materially correct conclusion that the influence 
of the primitive Christian community faith upon the Synoptic accounts is much less far- 
reaching than scholars had previously tended to assume (Schweitzer 1956, ix; ET = 1914, 
10). M. Dibelius also comes to this judgment in his review of Bultmann’s Geschichte der 
synoptischen Tradition; see Dibelius 1922. Although Schweitzer, in the style of the old 
life-of-Jesus-writings, proposes an “eschatological and historical attempt at a solution” 
in place of the “modern-historical” one (1956, 13; cf. 1914, 83), he nevertheless places at 
the end of his small study an “outline of the life of Jesus,” which is restricted “to the last 
months of his life” (1956, 98ff.; 1914, 253ff.). He presupposes an inner development of 
Jesus, and makes the narrative thread of Mark the basis of his work. As with some of his 
contemporaries, his goal corresponds wholly to the thinking that proceeded from the “hero 
cult” in the second half of the twentieth century, for example, with W. Bousset (on Bousset 
and Carlyle, see Verheule 1973, 373-75); Schweitzer wanted “to depict the figure of Jesus 
in its overwhelming heroic greatness and to impress it upon the modern age and upon the 
modern theology” (Schweitzer 1914, 274, Schweitzer’s emphasis; GV = 1956, 109). This 
sentence also sheds light on the further life path of Schweitzer. He sets forth a portrait of 
Jesus that can still prove fascinating in many points today in light of its coherence and 
consistency. “With him it is not a question of eschatological ethics, rather is his world view 
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more cautious in his conclusions than the radical criticism that emanated 
from Bultmann and his school, which then quarreled again itself over how 
much was to be cleared away and over the theological significance of the 
Jesus question. In Wrede the concern, according to the first sentence of the 
preface, is in the first instance only with “the testing” of the “Gospel tradi- 
tion of Jesus as the Messiah.” By contrast, he tables the question of Jesus’ 
“messianic consciousness.” Due to his premature death at the age of forty- 
seven on November 23, 1906, he was no longer able to write his “further 
studies on the subject.“ Already at the end of his book on the messianic 
secret he expresses himself only with caution, especially since he knew 
that he contradicted the consensus of that time. Thus, in the concluding 
“Historical Elucidation” he states only: 


The question if Jesus considered himself as messiah at all and gave him- 
self out as such has not been answered with assurance up till now.® 


His own investigation leads then to the conclusion: 


If Jesus really did know he was Messiah and designate himself thus, then 
the genuine tradition is so much interwoven with later accretions, that it 
is not entirely easy to recognize.*° 


Although he advocates an “adoptionist Christology” effected by the resur- 
rection visions, he does not seek to produce the counterevidence that Jesus 
possessed no messianic consciousness: 


We cannot decide here almost in passing, as it were, whether Jesus really 
considered himself to be the messiah. . . . It was my intention in these 


an ethical eschatology. As such it is modern” (Schweitzer 1914, 256; GV = 1956, 100; 
emphasis added from the German version). Despite the dubiousness of his overall concep- 
tion, which seeks to say more than we can know, there are valuable insights in his work that 
again merit more consideration than has been given to them previously. 

44 Wrede 1969, v (Wrede’s emphasis; ET = Wrede 1971, 1). In his occupation with 
the historical problem of the messianic self-consciousness of Jesus, he appears to have 
changed his mind, perhaps under the influence of his friend Bousset. See his letter to Har- 
nack in Rollmann/Zager 2001, 317, with note 61 in chapter 5 and notes 3 and 95 in the 
present chapter. Cf. also Schréter 2013, 104 n. 27 (GV = 2007, 115 n. 27). 

* Wrede 1971, 209 (GV = 1969, 207). 

“© Wrede 1971, 209-10, Wrede’s emphasis (GV = 1969, 208). One may gladly affirm 
the last part of the sentence. To be sure, his imitators know too much negatively about 
Jesus, i.e., what he surely must not have been and therefore also cannot have been. 


538 Jesus and Judaism 


remarks to place a question mark and thereby to indicate why I am not 
here attributing the view to Jesus himself.*” 


In order to place this question mark (out of which later scholars made an 
exclamation point), Wrede now admittedly also appealed to the thing for 
which he so mercilessly faulted his opponents, namely Jesus’ psychology. 


The difficulty is simply shunted on to another line, the psychological 
one. ... How can we imagine such certainty in the instance of Jesus .. . ? 
How can he know this, that is to say, how can he believe it firmly and 
with assurance? How, if he does no more than hope, can he have made an 
explicit messianic claim? And this he would no doubt in some sense have 
had to do if he is supposed to have pronounced his confession before the 
high priest and received the sentence of death as messiah.** 


With this Wrede contradicts the prevailing opinion of the exegetes of his 
time, who do not want to allow “the yardstick of contemporary psychol- 
ogy ... for a religious personality like Jesus.””’ In his concise remarks 
“on the Son of Man theme””’ he also reaches again for the psychological 
argument, which he otherwise tends to reject. If one thinks it necessary to 
play Jesus psychology against Jesus psychology, then the foreign solution 
that has less to say to our everyday understanding is presumably to be pre- 
ferred. We ought precisely not to transfer our normality onto him. Here, 
criticism is in danger of flipping over into a modern “enlightened” apolo- 
getic.°’ Today “critical portraits of Jesus” right down to The Five Gospels, 
Crossan, and Mack show this all too well.>” 

Wrede’s actual sphere of argumentation is, however, the “psychology 
of the community.” He believes, on the basis of his analysis of Mark, to be 
able to presuppose that the notion of “secret messiahship” in the case of 
Jesus, which dominates the Gospel of Mark, is “an idea of the community 


“7 Wrede 1971, 223, modified (our emphasis; GV = 1969, 221). 

48 Wrede 1971, 222 (our emphasis; GV = 1969, 221). 

* Wrede 1971, 222 (GV = 1969, 221). 

°° Wrede 1904b, 359-60: “The most important . . . argument for the assumption that 
Jesus did not use this self-designation appears to me to still be the impossibility of imagin- 
ing in reality a manner of speaking as the Gospels assign to him.” This manner of speaking 
in the third person “leads to caprice and is completely unnatural.’ What can a German 
professor around 1900 say about “caprice and what is unnatural” with respect to a messi- 
anic prophet from Jewish Galilee around 30 CE? On the philological problem, see Hampel 
1990, 417 index, s.v. “Menschensohn/Umschreibung fiir ‘ich,’” especially 160-67. See 
also the end of section 7.1. 

>! On the problem, see already Cadbury 1937. 

>? See note 53 in chapter 5 and note 159 in chapter 6. 
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which arose after the life of Jesus.” According to Wrede, this idea could no 
longer have arisen if it were generally known “that Jesus had openly given 
himself out as messiah on earth.” 


Therefore, according to his logic, the messianic secret could have arisen only 
at a time “when as yet there was no knowledge of any messianic claim on 
the part of Jesus on earth.” It is a “transitional idea”; it is to be explained “as 
the after-effect of the view that the resurrection is the beginning of the mes- 
siahship at a time when the life of Jesus was already being filled materially 
with messianic content.”>* More cautiously Wrede designates these final con- 
siderations only “as an attempt” and not as “a proof that has removed every 
obscurity.” In our view, with this he has instead magnified the “obscurity.” 


In his reflections on the confession of Peter before Caesarea Philippi, 
Wrede also grants that “proof of unhistoricity is . . . not hereby achieved.” 
The peculiar specification of place is even said to carry positive weight 
for its historicity. What is said to be decisive is rather the evaluation of 
the “other reports about Jesus’ messianic claim. . . . As long as this has 
not been clarified, we do well to be reserved about our final judgment.”*° 
Unfortunately, his successors have no longer practiced such restraint, and 
have instead rejected the messianic claim of Jesus at the outset. 

The work of Wrede was esteemed because of his incisive analyses, 
whereas the hypotheses of an unmessianic Jesus met with rejection from 
almost all known New Testament scholars of his time, even from such 
critical scholars as H. J. Holtzmann, A. Jiilicher, J. Wellhausen, J. Weiss, 
P. Wernle, and H. von Soden. This also applies to his friend W. Bousset.*’ 
In the preface to the second edition of Wrede’s short book on Paul, he 
points out that Wrede ended his work on the messianic secret 


with a great question mark 


>3 Wrede 1971, 227 (GV = 1969, 226). 

*4 Wrede 1971, 229 (Wrede’s emphasis; GV = 1969, 227, 228). 

>> Wrede 1969, 229 (ET = 1971, 230). He concludes the entire discussion (Wrede 
1971, 211-30; 1969, 209-29) of the “Concealment of the Messiahship” up to the resurrec- 
tion with the cautious statement “But this question (‘that Jesus actually did not give himself 
out as messiah’) cannot be fully worked out here.” 

56 Wrede 1971, 240-241 (Wrede’s emphasis; GV = 1969, 229). Bultmann makes the 
argumentation much easier for himself here; see notes 2 and 5 above. 

>” See the documentation in Hengel 2001d, 17-27 (ET = 15-26). He received applause 
especially from contemporary authors in whom a certain anti-Jewish emotion could be felt. 


540 Jesus and Judaism 


and that while Wrede himself was inclined to give a negative answer to the 
question of whether Jesus regarded himself as a Messiah, he 


was ... much too cautious and conscientious to utter the answer no. 
Moreover, he 


had not considered all the possibilities, nor thoroughly researched the 
broad area of the tradition of the sayings of the Lord. .. . He stopped at 
the halfway point.* 


Bousset, the authority on Jewish apocalyptic, remained critical of Wrede’s 
thesis of an unmessianic Jesus.*? While he likewise expressed himself cau- 
tiously, he did not share Wrede’s negative judgment,” but wanted to hold 
fast to Jesus’ messianic claim. It came to prominence only with Bultmann. 
He later reached back to Wrede’s thesis, adopted it without restriction,” 
indeed intensified it. This meant that the thesis largely established itself 
after World War II in Germany. Sometimes it even took a form even more 
radical than Wrede and Bultmann himself had advocated, for a large por- 
tion of his school, E. Kasemann, H. Conzelmann, P. Vielhauer, and others, 
also denied to Jesus all the Son of Man sayings. Today this view is advo- 
cated especially in connection with the thriving speculations about Q and 
the Gospel of Thomas in America. 


17.3.2 Silence Commands and the Disciples’ Incomprehension 


Wrede concentrates on the Gospel of Mark in his work because in his day 
this oldest source was usually used as a biographical foundation for a pre- 
sentation of Jesus in order to construct a psychological development of the 


>§ Wrede 1907a, viii (= 1907c, viii). 

>? Bousset 1970, 32ff., 35, 39-40, 47 with notes 2, 35, 37-38 (GV = 1965, 2ff., 5, 
9-10, 18 with notes 2, 35, 37-38). 

°° On this, see also Bousset 1904, 87-88 (ET = 1906, 172-73). 

6! Bultmann 1919/1920 (= 1967a, 1-10). His argumentation is extremely weak. Cor- 
respondingly, his History of the Synoptic Tradition classifies from the outset as inauthentic 
all the components in which a messianic consciousness could become visible: the prejudg- 
ment determines the “historical-critical” result. See also Bultmann 2007, I: 26-32 (GV = 
1984b, 26-34), where he turns Wrede’s hypothesis into a thesis that is certain for him: “Tt 
was no longer conceivable that Jesus’ life was unmessianic . . . and so the gospel account 
of his ministry was cast in the light of messianic faith. The contradiction between this point 
of view and the traditional material finds expression in the theory of the messianic secret” 
(Bultmann 2007, I: 32, modified; emphasis added from Bultmann 1984b, 33). 
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messianic consciousness with regard to Jesus. It also formed the key to the 
understanding of Jesus for A. Schweitzer. 

To be sure, Wrede summarized under the key phrase “messianic 
secret” very different things which can only be brought under the same 
heading in a relatively forced manner. Wrede investigated together motifs 
in Mark which are not, in fact, to be explained from a single root. 

As a first motif Wrede mentions “the demons’ recognition of the 
Messiah.” To be sure, in the case of the spectacular event of an exor- 
cism, it stands to reason that through the presence of the healer or through 
his actions, the sick person falls into the most extreme excitement and 
expresses this with a shout. It is likewise understandable that this was 
explained as an expression of the demon in the possessed person, which 
recognizes the power of his opponent and defends itself. This need not yet 
all be understood “messianically.” Texts such as Mark 9.20; 1.23ff.; and 
1.34 are not part of the messianic secret already through the narrative itself 
but only through the broader context of the Gospel. 

The recognition of the “messianic” dignity of Jesus by demons is 
found in only three texts. The first of these is Mark 1.23-25. Here Jesus 
is awarded the enigmatic title “the Holy One of God,” which precisely 
does not correspond to an established “messianic doctrine.”® Rather, we 
are dealing with a traditional scene. The second text, Mark 3.11-12, is a 
redactional summary, where the demons address Jesus with the title that 
characterizes the Christology of the Gospel: “You are the Son of God,” 
upon which he energetically rebukes them, “in order that they not make 
him manifest.” Only here does the evangelist insert his understanding of 
the “messianic secret” in a clear way: Jesus’ true dignity is not to become 
known through devilish powers for outsiders. 

Aside from this text, the connection between knowing and silence 
command could also be interpreted in such a way that Jesus does not 
want to receive any “confession” from the mouth of demons. Due to their 


° Wrede 1971, 24 (GV = 1969, 23). Mark 1.24: 0154 o¢ tic et, 6 GyLtoc TOU BEod. Cf. 
the summaries in 1.34—35; 3.11-12. 

63 Cf. Luke 4.34; cf. John 6.69. The designation 6 &yto¢g tod Oeod can refer to the 
high priest: Ps 106 (LXX 105).16; cf. Sir 45.6 and the golden headpiece of the high priest 
in Exod 28.36; 39.30 (LXX 36.37); further to the Nazarite in Judg 16.17 LXX Cod. B: 
Ott Gyloc Oeod Ey eipt, and only secondarily to the Davidic ruler: Ps 89 (LXX 88).36 
according to LXX against MT. On “Jesus as the messianic high priest,” see Schwemer 
2001b, 226ff. 

64 Mark 3.12: moAAG émetiva aUtOIcs iva. LL) AVTOV MaVEOOV TONOMOLYV. 

© For Mark the title “Son of God” describes more than “Christos” and “Son of Man” 
the actual dignity of Jesus; see 1.1, 11; 9.7; 13.32; 14.61; 15.39. The whole Gospel is struc- 
tured by it. Cf. also the twofold address of the devil to Jesus in Luke 4.3, 9 = Matt 4.3, 6: 
ei vid el TOD Oeod. 
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“supernatural” knowledge the demons know and fear the “stronger one,” 
who has power over them. 

In the third text, Mark 5.6ff., we have, in the case of the— 
pagan—demoniac of Gerasa, only the confession “Son of the Most High 
God.”°’ The silence command is lacking. Jesus even enters into a discus- 
sion with the demon and commands the healed man to “proclaim what 
the Lord did for him” to his fellow citizens. This may be a subtle hint at the 
later Gentile mission by the evangelist.® It thus becomes clear that Mark, 
in two generally formulated texts—clearly in the graphic summary of 
Mark 3.10-12, and in strongly abbreviated form in 1.34, where the sense 
can be inferred only on the basis of 3.12—introduces into exorcism sto- 
ries the motif of the “messianic secret” in the sense of the keeping secret 
of the dignity, but that these texts themselves vary far too much for one to 
bring them under a common denominator. Entirely independently of the 
Markan theory, the fact that the “messianic authority” of Jesus becomes 
visible in his exorcisms emerges from the sayings tradition with sayings 
such as Luke 11.20 or 10.18-20 and the interpretation of his person as the 
stronger one as well as from the saying about the messianic liberation of 
Isa 61.1-2. 

The silence commands to the demons must be distinguished funda- 
mentally from the command to healed persons not to tell others about their 
healing, for in contrast to the former there is no talk at all of Jesus’ mes- 
sianic dignity in the healings. A total of three texts are in view here: 

Mark 8.26 contains no silence command but only the exhortation to 
the healed person not to go back into the village of Bethsaida, from which 
Jesus had led him out. Only the secondary, strongly varying textual tra- 
dition adds a silence command to it as well.’”’ In any case, the vividly 
recounted story falls out of the framework of the usual miracle stories, 
whose diversity in Mark is readily overlooked. 

The subject matter occurs once in the healing of the leper in Mark 
1.43-45, where Jesus follows the silence command with the atypical 


6° Cf. Mark 1.34b: “He did not allow the demons to speak, for they knew him”; Mark 
1.24: “You have come to destroy us” and 5.7: “I adjure you by God: Do not torment me.” 

®” On the address, cf. 1.24: here Mark uses a Septuagint formula. Oedc bpiotos was 
the official designation of the Jewish God vis-a-vis or by non-Jews. On this, see Hengel 
2003a, 297ff. (GV = 1988, 544ff. and 687 index). 

68 The closest parallel, to which Wrede rightly refers (Wrede 1971, 32; GV = 1969, 
30), is Acts 16.16ff. On this, see Avemarie 2003 (= 2013, 703-28); cf. also Acts 19.15 and 
section 16.3 with note 77. 

© See section 16.1. On Jesus as the “stronger one,” see Mark 3.27 = Matt 12.29; cf. 
Luke 11.21-22, but also Mark 1.7 = Luke 3.16 = Matt 3.11. 

1 The silence command is lacking in the best textual witnesses: &, B, L, W, f! pe sy’ 
sa bo". 
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instruction that the healed person should show himself to the priests.” 
We are dealing with an instruction that actually contradicts the sense of 
the silence command, for the fact that the healed man then proclaims the 
miraculous healing everywhere is a natural consequence and serves 
the dramatic intensification and contrast. Jesus can no longer come openly 
to Capernaum but must withdraw to an uninhabited place: “they came, 
however (adversative xa), to him from everywhere.” It is similar to the 
healing of the deaf man with a speech impediment, which has a different 
narrative structure.’”* Jesus takes him away from the crowd and commands 
the healed man and his companions to tell nobody, but they proclaim it 
“all the more.” In this way the choral conclusion, which alludes —like the 
epoadvea in 7.34—to Isa 35.5,” is additionally reinforced. 

By contrast, in Mark 5.35-43, the resurrection of the daughter of Jairus, 
Jesus explicitly commands the parents (and the three disciples), who are 
astonished, to keep the event secret. The following pragmatic command to 
give the girl something to eat underscores the reality of the miracle. In all 
three cases, the silence command has expressis verbis nothing to do with 
Jesus’ messianic sending, which is not spoken of in the context, especially 
since the people, according to 6.14-15 and 8.28, already regard him as an 
especially authorized prophet. Certainly the separation of the deaf man with 
a speech impediment in 7.33 and the expulsion of the mourning women” 
are indeed sensible narrative features within the story. The miracle worker 
does not want to be disturbed in what he is doing. For Mark the silence 
command may effectively stress the contrast between Jesus’ restraint and 
the present effect of the spread of his fame. The original meaning of the 
feature can still be inferred from 1.45. The miracle worker wanted to resist 
the influx of people, which was increasing with every healing, but had 
no success in this. Certainly the motif of him withdrawing into solitari- 
ness” has nothing to do with the messiah question. It is understandable in 
itself. In our view, the silence command in relation to healed people goes 
back to the memory of Jesus’ activity. The fact that Mark uses it more for 
its narrative effect than for “dogmatic” reasons, which Wrede constantly 
imputes to him, is evident from the fact that he can forgo it in other healing 


1 Mark 1.44 = Luke 5.14 = Matt 8.4; cf. also Luke 17.14. In this way the priest 
becomes an “official” witness of the miraculous healing. 

” Mark 7.32-37; according to 7.31, the healing probably takes place for Mark outside 
of Galilee in a Gentile region. 

3 Isaiah 35.5b: tippatahnah, LXX: &xovoovtau. See also section 16.3 with notes 73-74. 

7 Mark 5.40, cf. Peter in Acts 9.40. 

7 Mark 1.45b; cf. 1.12-13; 6.31-32, 46-47. 
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stories.’° To keep Jesus free of a “messianic dogmatic,” Wrede read much 
too much allegedly Markan “Messiah-dogmatic” into the second Gospel. 
Others have followed him in this. Mark, of course, always writes with a 
theological purpose, but he is also a highly gifted dramatic narrator. He 
tells “Jesus-stories” and does not compose a “theological treatise” about 
timeless truths but recounts what happened in space and time. Only one 
who takes him seriously as such a tradition-bound narrator’’ can also 
understand him as a “theologian.” 

Something similar applies to the “disciples’ incomprehension,” which, 
despite the fact that the disciples know who Jesus is, increases until the bitter 
end, 1.e., until the betrayal of Judas, the sleeping in Gethsemane, the flight 
of the disciples, and the denial of Peter. It has absolutely nothing to do with 
the “messianic secret” in the sense of Wrede’s theory that with this a balance 
was to be struck between the entirely unmessianic original Jesus tradition 
and a later portrait of Jesus that was painted over messianically. After all, 
according to Mark, the disciples already know Jesus’ dignity before Peter’s 
Messiah confession, which only declares their already gained conviction; for 
this reason, John moves the Messiah confession to the beginning scenes.” 

Since Mark assumes that at least three of the first four disciples 
called in Mark 1.16ff. are present for the healings of Jesus,” he probably 
assumes that they regard him from the very beginning as the eschatologi- 
cal redeemer and Son of God. He presupposes a “development” in the bio- 
graphical sense neither for Jesus nor for the disciples. In 2.10, 17, 19-20, 
25-28, the Markan Jesus, entirely apart from the “confessions” of the 
demons, has said what is decisive christologically, namely in the presence 
of the disciples over against the opponents, who must reject Jesus’ claim. 
Mark probably assumes that 0 vidc tod avOomMmou, Aramaic bar “ndsa’, 
was a cipher that Jesus could use often as a self-designation because it was 
not yet a generally recognized designation for the Messiah, while presup- 
posing, however, that the disciples knew what Jesus meant by this desig- 
nation (see section 17.4.1 below). 


76 Cf. Mark 2.1-13; 3.1-5; 7.24-30: cf. also 8.22-25; 9.14-27; 10.46-52. The numerous 
summaries never mention general silence commands to the healed persons. 

1 He is also treated in this way by Luke and Matthew, who often follow him word for 
word. They know that the authority of Peter stood behind him. 

?8 John 1.35-51; cf. Luke 5.8ff. (esp. v. 8) and 4.18ff., where he has Jesus point with 
a quotation from Isa 61.1-2 to his “Spirit-anointing” and the fulfillment of this promise. 
Mary (and Jesus’ family?) are already in the know from the beginning. On the other hand, 
John and Luke, depending on the situation, can call Jesus prophet even after the revelation 
of his messiahship: John 4.44; 6.14; 7.40; 9.17; Luke 7.16, 39; 13.33; 24.19. 

7 Tn Mark 5.37 he takes only the chosen three, Peter, James, and John—note the 
sequence—with him; cf. 9.2; 14.33. Andrew appears, by contrast, only in the group of four 
in 13.3. 
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On the other hand, we receive the impression that Mark does not dis- 
mantle but rather strengthens the disciples’ incomprehension or, better, 
the disciples’ failure, despite their knowledge of Jesus’ eschatological dig- 
nity, in the progression of his Gospel right through to the passion, just as 
the enmity of the religious leaders against Jesus already increases from 
chapter 2 onward.*° In this way unique emphasis is placed on the end of 
Jesus. It is simultaneously the “salvation” and the climax of the “crisis” for 
Israel, which pertains to all without exception, disciples as well as oppo- 
nents. The climax resides in what happens on Golgotha. There Jesus dies, 
forsaken by God and human beings. 

Time and again consciously intended tensions and contradictions 
arise. Thus, after the appointment (or calling) of the twelve in 3.16-19, 
the disciples are the most intimate circle of his representatives and fol- 
lowers, who continuously surround him as a family, because they do the 
will of God.*' According to 4.11, they are still the elected ones, to whom 
“the mystery of the kingdom of God is given,” while “those outside,” i.e., 
the crowd that is hardened according to Isa 6.9-10, receive only parables 
to hear as enigmatic sayings. In 4.34 the circle of the twelve is identified, 
entirely as a matter of course, with “his own disciples.” To them alone he 
explains the true meaning of his enigmatic parables. 

This—materially questionable—Markan “parable theory,” which 
Wrede likewise wants to subsume under the “messianic secret,” is in its 
present form a theologoumenon of the evangelist, which—like John 12.40; 
Acts 28 .26-27; and Rom 11.8—is meant to explain the offense of the unbe- 
lief of the people of God vis-a-vis its Messiah sent by God on the basis 
of Isa 6.9-10 as hardening by God. The “mystery of the kingdom of God” 
is made known only to the disciples, for whom Jesus unlocks his para- 
bles.” To the people, by contrast, he speaks in enigmatic speech “in order 
that .. . they hear and do not understand.’’*? Therefore, they are not even 
able to believe his message. The unbelief of Israel is ultimately grounded 
in God’s mystery and predestination. Precisely this theory—which really 
is now secondary—has nothing to do with an alleged unmessianic Jesus 


8° Mark 2.6-7; 3.6, 22. 

8! Mark 3.34-35: tovs meQl aVTOV nOXAM nAONLEVOUG, cf. 4.10: oi MeOL AUTOV OdV 
toic OMdexa. 

8? Mark 4.13, 34. See also note 66 in chapter 16 on unbelief and hardening on the basis 
of Isa 6.9-10. 
83 Mark 4.12; cf. Isa 6.10; see, however, the contradictory statement in 4.33: xa00c¢ 
ynovvavto axovetv. On this, see the end of section 16.1 with notes 43-47. Isaiah 6.9-10 
was a fundamental text for the primitive community, only comparable with Isa 53, the 
fourth servant song, which also speaks, after all, of the failure of the adherents of the ser- 
vant of God. 
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and the actual Markan “messianic secret,” which is in reality restricted to 
a very small number of texts.** Instead, it contradicts it. 

The first reserved beginning of the criticism of the disciples is sig- 
naled for the first time through a question of Jesus in 4.13: “Do you not 
understand this parable? How then will you understand all the parables?” 
It continues in intensified form in 4.40; 6.52; 8.17 and reaches its first 
high point in the protest of Peter against the first passion prediction right 
after the Messiah confession and in Jesus’ sharp rebuff of the disciple as 
Satan in 8.31-33. From then on the incomprehension is concentrated on 
Jesus’ prediction of the passion (and resurrection)* and in a second line 
on the disciples’ addiction to status,*° with these two belonging together. 
Thus, the disciples become warning examples for the community, which 
also makes its confession to Jesus and yet in light of the expected final 
time of tribulation—the Roman Christian community at the time when 
Mark wrote his Gospel has the horrifying persecution under Nero in 64/65 
only just behind it—stands in danger of denial and apostasy.*’ In this per- 
secution the “cross-bearing” had already become a brutal reality.** Mark 
selected traditions that fit in this scheme, expansively developed them in 
some cases, for example in the individual passion predictions, and gave a 
narrative arrangement to the whole. However, concrete traditions, which 
go back to the circle of the disciples, and here especially to Peter, his most 
important source of tradition, usually stand behind this. These include, 
among other things, the Gethsemane scene,® the denial of Peter, and the 
question of the sons of Zebedee. Except for the Messiah confession of 
Caesarea Philippi, the enigmatic transfiguration story, and the predic- 
tions of the coming suffering of the Son of Man, these stories have no 
direct connection to the question of whether a “messianic” claim was con- 
nected already with the pre-Easter Jesus, which was contested by Wrede 
and especially by his successors. The fact that the disciples so frequently 


84 Riisinen 1973 (see also note 129 below); Riis’nen 1990 hypothesizes that Mark 
took over the parable theory from the tradition and changed it in connection with the incom- 
prehension of the disciples. In our view, he preceded in precisely the opposite manner. A 
direct connection is visible between Mark 4.10 and 13, and vv. 11-12 give the impression 
of a disturbing insertion; 4.33 also appears to be more original. V. 34, by contrast, is an 
addition that has become necessary through 4.11-12. 

8 Mark 9.10, 32; 10.32; 14.18-19, 27, 37, 40, 50, 68ff. 

86 Mark 9.5-6, 14ff., 33ff.; 10.35-45; 14.29. 

87 Mark 8.34-38; cf. 9.42-48; 13.12-13, 19; 14.38. 

88 See Tacitus, Ann. 15.44.4: aut crucibus adfixi atque flammati (“fixed to crosses 
and made flammable”; trans. Woodman 2004, 326). Hengel 1977a, 26. The much later 
Matthew already appears to know more traditions of this kind. See Matt 23.34 and 10.38, 
weakened in Luke 9.23. 

8° On this, see Feldmeier 1987. 
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make a rather bad impression in Mark is not a malevolent invention of 
later Christian authors but is connected with the deep impression made 
by the message of Jesus, which, after his death and resurrection, opened 
up the disciples’ eyes to their failure and foolishness. They become “justi- 
fied sinners,” their speaker Peter above all others. Luke places this insight 
already in the confession of Peter at his calling.*’ In Mark these memories 
and impressions are paradigmatically and paraenetically formed. Later 
apocryphal Gospels and acts of apostles sketch a different picture here. 

That the passion predictions that unpack the passion of Jesus are vati- 
cinia ex eventu is also not in question. However, it is too easy to explain all 
the passion predictions of Jesus a limine as unhistorical. This assumes that 
he—after the execution of the Baptist—cluelessly journeyed to Jerusalem. 
This was surely not the case. After all, apart from the actual passion pre- 
dictions in Mark, we have other texts that show themselves to be authen- 
tic through form and content, such as the sharply contoured, offensively 
phrased double saying in Luke 12.49-50 or, beyond this, Luke 13.33 and 
the whole Last Supper complex.”' Would the later community have placed 
in Jesus’ mouth such an unusual parabolic saying such as Luke 12.50 with 
the reference to his deep inner struggle? However, also in the case of the 
sayings about the suffering Son of Man in Mark, a Grundform could go 
back to Jesus himself.** Finally, Mark 12.1-9, which goes back to a real 
polemical parable of Jesus, must be mentioned here.”? 

The theories of Wrede and Schweitzer are diametrically different, and 
yet their error has the same root. Both believed that they could solve the 
controversial question of the messianic consciousness of Jesus through 
one comprehensive theory drawn from the Gospel of Mark. One thought 
that he had justified it, the other that he had refuted it. In reality neither the 
one nor the other is possible. The only possible approach to the historical 
reality lies in the interplay of numerous, rather different texts, from Mark 
and the sayings tradition, with the inclusion of four complexes: (a) the 
witnesses to the variety of the Jewish messianic expectations, which have 


Luke 5.8: ede Gm’ En00, Sti GVO GuaoTwAdS eipt. In John the sinful failure 
of the disciples is weakened. Thus, for example, the cowardly flight of the disciples is 
missing. Jesus protects them; see John 18.8: Gdete tovtouc Uadyetv. In place of the 
sleeping and flight in Gethsemane comes the disciples’ incomprehension in the farewell 
discourses, which is demonstrated by foolish speech and questions: 13.6-9, 36-38; 14.5, 
8, 22; 16.17-18. 

*! One could also mention the following “wisdom saying” in Luke 13.34, 35a = Matt 
23.37. Luke 13.35b appears to be a christological addition; cf. further Jesus’ answer to the 
question of the sons of Zebedee in Mark 10.38-40 (on this, see section 11.3). 

On this, see Jeremias 1970, 277ff. (1979, 264ff.); Bayer 1986. See the end of sec- 
tion 17.4.1. 

°3 On this, see Hengel 1968a; Bayer 1986, 90ff.; Snodgrass 1983; Kloppenborg 2006. 
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been significantly expanded by the Qumran texts; (b) the relationship of 
Jesus, presented above, to his “forerunner,” the Baptist; (c) the accusation 
against Jesus and its Jerusalem prehistory since his entrance into the city; 
and (d) the question of the emergence of the earliest Christology and its 
development in the post-Easter circle of disciples, in which Jesus’ word 
and deed were still directly vivid.”* All four points were neglected by 
Wrede, and this is all the more true for his successors, 1.e., for Rudolf 
Bultmann and the majority of his students. We must give great credit to 
Wrede that he himself, in contrast to his epigones, placed only a powerful 
question mark here and did not—as happened later in a historically less 
conscientious way—deny it with a categorical quod non but rather con- 
tinued to reflect upon it, and, at the end, cautiously called his opinion into 
question again, as shown by his letter to Harnack.”° 


17.3.3 The Actual Messianic Secret 


There remain the only two real “messianic secret texts” in the strict sense 
in Mark, the confession of Peter and the transfiguration story. Only in them 
does Jesus prohibit people from speaking about him as the Messiah—Son 
of Man. 

Both stories are readily declared to be resurrection stories that have 
been brought into the Gospels. This speculation does not testify to the 
critical sense of its originators. In the case of the transfiguration story on 
the mountain of revelation neither Moses nor Elijah nor the voice from 
heaven,”° nor the privileged disciples, nor the foolish behavior of Peter 
fits in a resurrection story. One needs a considerable amount of imagina- 
tion to view it as such. After all, the resurrection appearances lead in the 
end to confessions of faith and the sending out of disciples and not to 
incomprehension and new failure. They can best be explained as a fur- 
ther development of a pre-Easter vision account. Visions turn up not only 
in the primitive community as a consequence of Easter but also already 
with Jesus and in the pre-Easter group of disciples. We refer here just to 
his baptism,’’ the temptation story, the walking on the sea, and to sayings 
such as Luke 10.18-19 and the words of the future revelation of the Son of 
Man in Luke 17.24. The apocalyptically colored enthusiasm of primitive 
Christianity begins with Jesus and continues in the primitive community 


4 On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 2001. Among others, Holtzmann 1901, 952-53, 
already emphasized points (c) and (d) in his substantial review of Wrede’s book. 

°° See notes 3 and 44 above. 

*© Tt plays no role at all in the Easter tradition of the Gospels. Rather, the concern is 
with the seeing and the word of the risen one. 

°7 See section 10.1. 
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as well as in Paul. After Pentecost, the community of disciples believed 
that it received the Spirit from him, the one exalted at the right hand of 
God, in whose fullness he himself had acted. We see little sense in empha- 
sizing the significance of visions for the disciples after Easter (including 
multiple times in collective form), whilst rejecting them for the time of 
the fellowship with Jesus. Mark certainly formulated the text “This is my 
beloved Son, listen to him” with particular care theologically.’ Following 
the confession of Peter, it represents the load-bearing center of the Gospel 
and directly picks up the voice of God at the baptism. Vis-a-vis the confes- 
sion of Peter, in which what was already known to the disciples is only 
openly expressed for the first time, the voice from heaven introduces a 
genuine new revelation. Jesus, the Messiah of Israel, is also the Son who 
speaks in the place of God. This is why the disciples—and the whole Jesus 
community—should “listen to him,” to him alone.” As is the case after 
the confession of Peter, a silence command also follows the voice of God. 
In itself it would indeed be plausible that Jesus prohibited the disciples to 
speak about visionary experiences. In the interpretation of Mark—we do 
not know in detail what tradition was available to him—the central mes- 
sianic silence command in 9.9 signifies that the disciples really understood 
this revelation only after Easter, and this means especially the voice from 
heaven that commands them to listen only to the Son of God. Only through 
the encounter with the Risen One do they become established in their faith 
in Jesus as the Son who is inseparably connected with the Father.'°° As 
long as they did not become witnesses of the resurrection of the Son of 
Man and Son of God, they could not know what “resurrection from the 
dead” really meant,'°' even though every pious Jew of the time was famil- 
iar with texts such as Ezek 37.11-14; Isa 26.19; and Dan 12.2-3. Through 
Jesus’ resurrection “the resurrection of the dead” becomes a living experi- 
ence of the disciples and is no longer only shadowy apocalyptic knowl- 
edge. Behind Mark 9.10 and other texts of incomprehension may stand the 
general primitive Christian idea that the disciples received the Spirit only 
after the exaltation of Jesus and that the Spirit, as John stresses in the Para- 
clete sayings of the Farewell Discourses, disclosed the full secret of Jesus’ 


°8 Mark 9.7; cf. 1.1, 11; 15.39. See note 65 above. 

°° Mark 9.7: &xov_ete aUTOD. This advance in revelation is erased in Matt 16.16ff. 
through the detailed confession of Peter and Jesus’ answer. 

100 Romans 1.3-4; cf. Acts 2.34-36; on this, see Hengel 1976b (GV = 1977b; 2006a, 
74-145). Cf. also Luke 24.19-21 and on this Mittmann-Richert 2008, index. 

101 Mark 9.10. The saying stands in a certain opposition to 12.23, where the resurrec- 
tion of the dead is simply presupposed as a generally known theologoumenon. In 9.10 we 
are dealing with a christologically grounded Markan hyperbole. In John, who knows Mark, 
this idea is taken up in a new form: 2.19, 22; 14.26; 20.9. 
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person, although Mark, if one ignores the saying of the Baptist,'* does not 
speak expressis verbis of the post-Easter gift of the Spirit. Beyond this it 
becomes clear that for Mark the actual, solely adequate title of majesty of 
Jesus is not so much “Christos” but Son of God, which in his Gospel, in 
contrast to Son of Man (and Christos),'"° never appears in the mouth of 
Jesus, but is spoken to him twice by God himself, by the demons, by the 
high priest, and at the end by the Gentile centurion. In Mark 12.6ff. this 
occurs indirectly in the parable, and in 12.36-37 the title “Kyrios’ appears 
in connection with Ps 110.1 for the Messiah. The “messianology” of Mark 
is more multilayered and complicated than Wrede suspected. To this one 
can add the fact that Mark usually brackets out the post-Easter events more 
strongly than the later evangelists,’™ just as he does not, after all, mention 
resurrection appearances or “baptism in the name of Jesus.” 

The confession of Peter in the villages of Caesarea Philippi'® and 
the following rebuke by Jesus cannot simply be traced back to Mark as the 
first author of a Christian Jesus novel or to mere “community forma- 
tion.” Who is supposed to have “formed” this scene, which falls out of the 
framework in its details, later? Mark reworks here—as also otherwise in 
a theological considered manner and in dramatic form—important older 
tradition. No more than the transfiguration story is it “an Easter story pro- 
jected backward into Jesus’ lifetime.”’!°° The very unusual specification of 
place “in the villages (or the region) of Caesarea Philippi,” which presup- 
poses the historical and geographical content knowledge of the author or 
of his informant, already militates against that view. It concerns the capi- 
tal of the kingdom of Philip, the Hellenistic polis of Paneas, which Philip 
had renamed around 3 BCE in honor of Augustus. The city designation 


10? Mark 1.8. See the end of section 9.1.2.2 and section 22.2.2. 

'03 Mark 9.41; 12.35. 

ro Exceptions are relatively clearly visible, such as Mark 2.20; 13.9ff.; 14.9. 

105 Mark 8.27-33; cf. Matt 16.13ff. Luke 9.18 omits the specification of place. 

'°6 Thus Bultmann 2007, I: 26-27, 45 (GV = 1984b, 27-28, 48); cf. Bultmann 1967a, 
1-9. In Bultmann 1963, 257-59 (GV = 1995, 275-78) he speculates with regard to Mark 
8.27-30 that “Matt 16.17-19 is the original conclusion to the story of the confession” and 
wanted “to reckon the whole narrative as an Easter story” (ET = 259; GV = 277). Matthew 
16.17-19 is, already due to the mention of éxxAnota, a later formation. Bultmann entirely 
misses the fact that in Judaism there was no fixed connection at all between resurrection 
and messiahship and that the question of Jesus to the disciples (!) does not fit in an Easter 
story where the seeing is always followed by a spontaneous reaction from their side. In this 
point we can designate his—influential—hypothesis only as adventurous. Other specula- 
tions can be found in Bultmann/Theissen/Vielhauer 1971, 90-91. However, according to 
Mark 16.7, the seeing of the Lord is to take place in Galilee and not in such a peculiar 
location, as it is specified in 8.27. 


Prophet or Messiah? 551 


Katodeeia  Pidinmov also appears in Josephus'” but then quickly 
disappears again. Agrippa II refounded the city after 54 CE and gave it 
the name Neronias. After the murder of Nero in 68 CE, it received—as 
attested by inscriptions, coins, and geographers—the official designation 
Kato(Geeia) LeB(aot)) ige(a) xat Gou(Aoc) v0 Mavei@, which is 
abbreviated as Katodoeva Ilavidc. From the fourth century CE we find 
only the old name Ilavedc, which has endured until today (Banias). In tal- 
mudic literature we find already in the Mishnah only this name.'® Due to 
the place-name, which was only in use for a short time, we must be dealing 
with an older tradition. By contrast, Bultmann’s opinion that 8.27 belongs 
to the preceding story of the blind man of Bethsaida contradicts Markan 
style.’ Conzelmann’s view that “the motif of the ‘retreat’” to Caesarea 
Philippi is “the messianic secret” likewise goes wide of the text. In Mark 
there is no talk of a “retreat.” The specification of the goal is not motivated 
and cannot be explained “theologically.” Only readers who understand the 
place in the way modern exegetes do could suspect a “retreat.” In Rome, 
where the Gospel arose, nothing could be known of this. Rather, narra- 
tively Mark 8.27 forms a deep caesura in the Gospel. The crowd’s opinion 
about Jesus corresponds entirely to the Jewish-Palestinian milieu and fits 
excellently in the context, whereas it would scarcely be understood by the 
Roman community. In 6.14-15 a similar tradition is artificially incorpo- 
rated in order to create in the Gospel a transition to the strange story about 
the execution of the Baptist.''? Conzelmann’s further speculation is also 
wrongheaded: 


107 Josephus, J. W. 3.443; 7.23; Ant. 20.211; Life 74. Cf., by contrast, the simple form of 
the name in J.W. 2.168 = Ant. 18.28; J.W. 2.507ff.: Katodoeta. Josephus has retained the 
designation ) ®Aiamo0v, which was known to him from the time of his youth (*ca. 38 CE), 
possibly due to his connection with the sovereign of the land Agrippa II, a great-grandson 
of Herod and great nephew of Philip, who was interested in the work of Josephus. By 
contrast, the predominantly Gentile population scarcely had an interest in the Jewish ruler 
Philip or the Herodians in general. Wrede noticed this uncommon specification of place; 
see section 17.31 with note 56. 

108 Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 169-71; cf. Hdlscher 1949; on the coins, see Rosenberger 
1997, 38-47. 

10° The phrase xal (eio/€E)HAGev with specification of place is a clear new beginning; 
cf. Mark 1.21; 2.1, 13; 3.1; 5.1; 6.1; 7.17; 9.33; 11.11-12; 14.26 and elsewhere. The phrase 
év tf) 06@ appears for the first time here and from now on characterizes the itinerant 
situation of Jesus with his disciples (9.33; 10.17, 32), who had left Galilee. With the mes- 
sianic confession the long journey to Jerusalem via Galilee (9.30) begins for Mark. Luke 
9.51-19.27 greatly extends this time of itinerancy. 

10 See section 9.1.2.1. 
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The scene is not a story, but a piece of christological reflection given the 
form of a story. Peter utters the creed of the community." 


First, it is wrong to regard christological reflection and the historicity of a 
story fundamentally as oppositions in the Gospels, since in Mark basically 
all the stories of his “Gospel” are recounted on the basis of christological 
reflection. There are no “Christology-free zones” in his Gospel. Neverthe- 
less, he remains a historical storyteller who is obligated to space and time. 
Secondly, the confession of Peter “You are the Messiah” is no longer “the 
confession of the community” of the evangelist in Rome. For “Christos” 
had quite some time ago already become a name in the Greek-speaking 
community.''? Paul already no longer uses it in a titular way.'!? Moreover, 
for Mark it is not so much the Christos title that is fundamental but “Son 
of God” and, alongside this, Kyrios. In this point the demons already know 
more than the disciples.''* The fact that the confession was insufficient for 
“the community” is shown by the addition in Matt 16.16: “You are the 
Anointed One, the Son of the living God.’ Luke too senses its incom- 
plete character and adds “biblistically” from the Old Testament: “You are 
the Anointed of God.”''° 

To be sure, it is no longer possible to determine what Mark’s Vorlage 
looked like. The silence command that follows is, together with 9.9, the 
only full attestation for the messianic secret. We may not identify it without 
further ado with the very differently motivated silence commands to the 
demons,''® for—unlike what we find there—Jesus himself posed a ques- 


NM Conzelmann 1969, 130 (GV = 1967, 93: “Die ganze Szene ist eine in Erzihlung 
umgesetze christologische Reflexion. Petrus spricht das Bekenntnis der Gemeinde’); cf. 
Conzelmann/Lindemann 1988, 323 (GV = 1985, 379): “The pericope contains no concrete, 
historical material but turns out to be a sort of creedal presentation in the form of a scene: 
that which the whole community believes.” 

'!? Cf. in Mark himself 1.1 and 9.41; see note 114 below. 

3 Ror Rome, cf. Rom 1.3-4; Heb 1.1ff.; 3.6, 14; 5.5 and elsewhere; on this, see 1 
Clem. 36.4. Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 345, 348-49 (ET = 1997, 228-30); Hengel 2001d, 
1-17 (ET = 1995, 1-15); Hengel 2002, 240-41. 

4 Cf. already Mark 1.1: oxi) tod evayyeAiov Xovotod viod Oeov. As 1.1 and 
9.41 show, for him “Christos” has already long become a personal name, even though the 
evangelist is very aware, of course, of its titular meaning and often makes use of it: 8.29; 
12.35; 13.21; 14.61; 15.32; see also the early, supplementing reading in 1.34. The passion 
story can be understood only under this presupposition. On “Kyrios,” see Mark 1.3; 5.19; 
12.36-37; 13.20. On the demons, see Mark 3.11 and 5.7 and section 17.3.2 above. 

‘IST uke 9.20. This applies all the more to John 6.69: “You are the Holy One of God.” 
John 1.41 is also insufficient; 1.49 brings the necessary supplementation. In 20.31, by con- 
trast, the emphasis lies, as in Matt 16.16, on “the Son of God.” 

''© Thus Liihrmann 1987, 146. 
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tion here.''!’ He provoked this confession, which then followed from the 
mouth of his first disciple, for he wants to hear this confession from the 
mouth of the disciple, whereas the demons should not speak at all, let alone 
confess his divine dignity. While the following silence command vis-a-vis 
the disciples is formulated similarly to the commands to the healed per- 
sons, in those texts they are not to speak about their healing, with there 
being no talk at all about the eschatological dignity of Jesus, whereas here 
it reads “that they speak to nobody about him.” The phrase “about him” 
is found only here.'!* In the context this meant “‘about him” in connection 
with his messianic dignity. They alone should already now recognize and 
understand him as the Messiah, who as the “servant of God” goes upon the 
way of suffering—but they do not do so. 

To some extent Mark may have formulated the silence commands— 
which were differently motivated in terms of substance and which were 
certainly not all invented by Mark himself—in a similar way (though 
never identically) and placed them in a certain connection. In the silence 
command toward the disciples the most likely connection is with the 
summary that Mark writes about the casting out of demons in 3.11-12. 
In this text Mark provides the rationale “in order that they not make him 
manifest,”'!? which does not appear again in this form. We must distin- 
guish here between Markan interpretation and the original tradition, where 
the motifs were still different. 

We must also reject the speculation that the confession of Peter was 
originally followed in the pre-Markan tradition by 8.33, i.e., with the 
rebuke of Peter as “Satan,” with the rationale that Jesus rejected the Mes- 
siah title. In that case, one would not only have to view the massive use 
of the title and name after Easter as a betrayal of Jesus’ cause,'*? but Mark 
would also contradict himself through the taken-for-granted use of title 
and name.””! A story in which Jesus provokes his disciples through an 
unmotivated question so that he can then rebuke the speaker of the disci- 
ples in the sharpest manner as Satan must appear senseless. Thus, this was 
surely not what was in his Vorlage. Behind all these attempts to expel the 
Messiah question from the activity of Jesus there appears to stand, rather, 


'l'7 What the disciples “saw” according to Mark 9.2-8 and should not “relate further” 
also goes back to Jesus’ initiative. 

M8 Mark 8.30: iva undevi Aéywouw zeoi atitov. This means that they should not 
correct the various opinions of the people. However, after this, his true dignity cannot 
remain hidden, as 10.46ff., the story of his entry into Jerusalem, and the question of the 
high priest show. 

"9 Mark 3.12: iva wt) avTOV davegdv TOLOWMoLV. See section 17.3.2. 

'20 On this, see Hengel 2001d, 16-17 (ET = 1995, 14-15). 

'2! Mark 1.1; 9.41; 12.35; 13.21; 14.61; 15.32. 
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the modern, indeed dogmatic wish that to the greatest extent possible the 
person of Jesus should not have anything to do with Jewish expectations 
about the Messiah, with this being understood in a one-sided, politically 
colored manner. '” 

Finally, in the evaluation of Wrede’s critical analysis of Mark, which 
led via Bultmann and his students to a complete denial of the messiah- 
ship of Jesus, we must not overlook the fact that the Marburg New Tes- 
tament scholar himself followed Wrede’s positive explanation that with 
the messianic secret the primitive community or Mark wanted to over- 
come the offense of a historically unmessianic Jesus. Today there is only 
still agreement ion the negative verdict, whereas the patterns of interpreta- 
tion diverge greatly from one another. 

In 1939 Hans-Jiirgen Ebeling already criticized Wrede’s explanation 
of the Markan secrecy theory, in which he—under the banner of a purely 
kerygmatic interpretation of Mark that was far removed from history and 
determined by the dialectic theology of Bultmann—stressed that it does 
“not ...arise from a reflection on historical conditions and events of Jesus’ 
life,” 1.e., it does not seek to conceal the subsequently offensive historical 
circumstance of an unmessianic Jesus but rather explicates the fact that 
the earthly and the exalted Lord are one and the same and the fact that he 
gave his life into death for the salvation of all people. The messianic secret 
becomes the comprehensive secret of revelation, which the evangelist dis- 
closes in his work, which is oriented entirely toward the death of Jesus on 
the cross.'”° 

Conzelmann also regards the messianic secret as a basic idea of 
Markan Christology. In his view, it expresses “the paradoxical charac- 
ter of revelation,” that “the meaning of Jesus is not disclosed to the one 
merely seeing the miracles, rather it is faith that sees Jesus correctly from 
the vantage point of the cross and the resurrection.”'** But was the resur- 
rection of Jesus for Mark and for the whole of Christianity not a “mira- 
cle,” and are the “miracles” of Jesus not closely connected, precisely in 
Mark, with faith?!*° Is not the modern “fear of miracles” at work again 
in this thesis? 


122 Of this, see Hengel/Schwemer 2001, 23ff., 34-45, 166-70 and 264 index, s.v. 
“Messiaserwartung” (ET = Hengel 1995, 20ff., 32-41, no equivalent). 

'23 Ebeling 1939, 220-21. 

4 Conzelmann 1969, 139 (GV = Conzelmann 1967, 150); Conzelmann/Lindemann 
1988, 220 (GV = 1985, 256ff.). 

!25 See section 16.2. For Mark and his hearers, Jesus’ sovereign foreknowledge, the 
solar eclipse on Passover, and the tearing of the temple curtain at the moment of Jesus’ 
death are miracles of the Messiah and Son of God in connection with his theologia crucis. 
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To be sure, with these corrections the intention of the evangelist 
Mark is more appropriately grounded than in Wrede, but the origin of the 
motif is still not adequately explained, since Mark, in contrast to John, 
does not write a relatively freely configured “christological fiction,’!”° 
but intensively reworks older traditions, and also the silence commands 
in their different forms—this was already seen clearly by Wrede—were 
not simply invented by Mark, but stem from the tradition, whose Palestin- 
ian Jewish origin is palpable and which, in our view, goes back to Peter 
to a large extent.'*’ Rather, Mark makes the various traditional historical 
motifs fruitful for his considered Christology and has shaped them—as all 
his material—accordingly. He has not simply invented them himself. They 
are too different in detail for this to be the case. If the silence commands 
were really a theological-novelistic new creation of Mark, then this would 
have taken place in a more uniform manner. They are ultimately grounded 
in Jesus’ activity. 

The fact that in the exorcisms the “demons” in the sick “had to be 
brought to silence” lies in the nature of the matter. As long as the sick per- 
son continued to shout he was not healed and the exorcism failed. The fact 
that time and again Jesus forbade healed people to proclaim their healing 
everywhere and that he withdrew into isolation at times is likewise under- 
standable. He did not want to further stoke up the mass movement. Every 
successful physician must sometimes close his practice when it overflows, 
for the day has only twenty-four hours. This phenomenon has nothing to 
do with the Messiah question. Accordingly, from the texts on the “mes- 
sianic secret” gathered by Wrede, which for the most part do not fit in this 
scheme, no argument against a “messianic claim” of Jesus can be deduced. 
At the end of his investigation, H.-J. Ebeling emphasizes: 


Thus, from the standpoint of our results, we are prohibited from tak- 
ing a positive or negative position in the controversy of opinions about 
whether Jesus had a messianic consciousness. To be sure, Wrede’s argu- 
ments for an unmessianic consciousness are not tenable, but the whole 
problem requires a far more extensive investigation and interpretation of 
the Gospel.'”® 


126 John does this at least in large portions of his work in the certainty of the inspira- 
tion through the risen one; see Hengel 1993a (ET = 1989a). On this cf. now also Frey 
2018a; 2018b. 

'27 Hengel 2008c, 120ff., 141 ff. (ET = 2000b, 65ff., 78ff.); Hengel 2010a, 36-48 (GV 
= 2006b, 58-78). 

'28 Ebeling 1939, 221 (our emphasis). 
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To this day this has, in our view, still not been satisfactorily carried out.'” 
It would also burst the framework of our presentation. Conzelmann also 
rightly objects against Wrede (and cum grano salis against his teacher 
Bultmann): 


The materials reworked by Mark, especially the miracle stories, do not 
at all evince an unmessianic portrait of Jesus; even more, an unmessianic 
Jesus tradition does not exist at all.!°° 


It is, however, then entirely incomprehensible how Conzelmann comes to 
an originally unmessianic Jesus, which is even more sharply maintained 
than in Wrede and Bultmann. When there is no “unmessianic Jesus 
tradition”'*!—a judgment that we readily affirm—how will he then so 
cleanly separate the “messianic” from the “unmessianic” so as to obtain 
a historically “purified,” title-less portrait of Jesus? In that case, the radi- 
cal, logical consequence would rather be for him to deny all pre-Easter 
tradition about Jesus and to declare the human Jesus to be an ungraspable 
phantom. But Conzelmann did not wish to be so radical. His large article 
in the third edition of Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart (Conzel- 
mann 1959; ET = 1973) contains many valuable, materially correct obser- 
vations, even though he falls into irreconcilable contradictions through his 
denial of the messianic claim of Jesus. 


17.4 The Problem of the Titles of Majesty 
17.4.1 The Son of Man!*? 


According to the Gospels (and we do not have another detailed source), 
the phrase “the Son of Man” (0 vidc tot GvOEMmOV) belongs to the ipsis- 
sima vox Jesu,'*? one could also say: to his “very own language.” It “is a 


"9 See, however, Minette de Tillesse 1968; Riistiinen 1973; 1990 (GV = 1976). To 
be sure, Raisainen’s fundamental investigation of the problem goes astray in its results, for 
his historical attempts at solutions, which ascribe the invention of the messianic secret to 
Mark, who is said to have reacted to conflicts of his community with itinerant radicalism, 
are even more off target than the theses of Wrede. 

'30 Conzelmann/Lindemann 1985, 257 (ET = Conzelmann/Lindemann 1988, 220). 

131 This “unmessianic portrait of Jesus” is found in the Jewish and pagan opponents, 
for example in Celsus and his Jewish authority, who misrepresent Jesus as a magician and 
deceiver who received his just punishment. 

'32 Colpe 1972 (GV = 1969); Sjéberg 1955; Hahn 1969, 15ff. (GV = 1995, 13ff.); Jer- 
emias 1970, 257ff. (GV = 1979, 245ff.); Hampel 1990; see now Horbury 1998a, 125-56; 
Dunn 2003b, 724-62. Cf. now also Deines 2012a, 92-94. 

'33 On this, see section 12.1 and section 17.2 with note 35. 
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literal rendering, which is ambiguous, indeed unintelligible, in Greek,”’'** 
of the Aramaic definite bar ’*ndsd’ (SW3i[8] 43). 


A connection to Dan 7.13 appears to be present from the beginning: “The 
New Testament 6 vidc tot GvOemMmov must render the emphatic XW18 32.” 
Since this definite form of the singular'* is uncommon in Aramaic (and is 
incomprehensible in Greek) “it can only mean: ‘the (known from Dan 7.13) 
Wix 12, the being called W3x 13,’ with the word Wix 73, because it is a quota- 
tion, being retained. The expression W3& 71 is thus clear.”'*° 


That Jesus must have used this formula is evident not only from the fact 
that the expression 0 vids Tod GvOQWT0V, meaningless for a Greek, with 
double article as a translation of the Aramaic equivalent, occurs eighty-one 
times (!) in all four Gospels, with one exception (John 12.34) always only 
in the mouth of Jesus: in Mark fourteen times, in Luke twenty-five times, 
in Matthew thirty times, and in John twelve times.'*’ Even if we cut out all 
parallel traditions, we still have thirty-eight individual attestations. While 
the other titles in the Synoptics appear only rarely or not at all in the mouth 
of Jesus, the phrase “Son of Man” appears there only in sayings of Jesus. 
Matthew, who has a feel for and fondness for dominical language, some- 
times also introduces this formula—as with the “Amen, I say to you,” the 
“kingdom of heaven,” and “your (our) Father in heaven” —into the Mar- 
kan, Lukan, and sayings Vorlagen of his Gospel. Seven attestations come 
from the texts common to Mark and Luke, and nine from their special 
material in each case.'** Outside of the Gospels, we do not encounter the 
definite formula in the New Testament, with one exception in the heavenly 
vision of the martyr Stephen.'*° 


'* Colpe 1969, 406.10-11 (ET = 1972, 404). The indefinite bar “nai is translated in 
1 En. 22.5 with GvOEMsmo¢ and in Dan 7.13 (LXX/Theodotion) with viog GvOemMmov and 
has the meaning “individual human being.” On this, see Beyer 1984, 517-18. 

135 “The determinate plural XW38 732 occurs in Dan 2.38; 5.21. The determinate form 
NWiX has a generalizing ... or collective sense” (Colpe 1969, 405.13—14; ET = Colpe 
1972, 402). 

136 Beyer 1984, 518. 

'37 Tn John there are two exceptions that prove the rule: in John 5.27, as in Dan 
7.13 (k’bar ‘nas, LXX/Theodotion: a> vidg &vOeMsmov), the article is lacking: 6tt Vidc 
avOemnov €ottv. This is a clear allusion to this text in Daniel; cf. Rev 1.13 and 14.14: 
OLOLOV ViOV AVvOEMs0V. In John 12.34 it appears once in the mouth of the crowd, though 
as a reaction to a saying of Jesus. 

'88 Hahn 1993. 

'39 Acts 7.56: i800 Dewow tovds ovoavods SinvoLyLevoUS Xai TOV VidV TOD 
avOeMmov Ex SEEL@V EOTHTA TO Oeot. Here the designation is connected in an idio- 
syncratic way with Ps 110.1. Cf. also the quotation with the indefinite form from Dan 
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Outside of the New Testament, it also occurs only at the margins, for 
example in the apocryphal James tradition, which has a Jewish Christian 
background.'“° 

In Jewish sources “Son of Man” is not a generally acknowledged title 
before 70. The starting point in Dan 7.13 contains only a comparison, 
though in a text that was of central importance at the turn of the cen- 
tury. In the Parables of 1 Enoch,'*! similar formulations such as “Son of 
Man” —dependent on Dan 7.13—in various forms'” are the cipher for an 
enigmatic human figure hidden in heaven since before times, who is also 
twice called the anointed one’* and alongside this often the righteous one 
and the chosen one, whom God enthrones as eschatological judge and who 
is identified with Enoch at the end. The dating of the Parables is contro- 
versial, as is the question of the extent to which the human figure there has 
influenced the Gospels.'** 

Beyond this, the “(Son of) Man” is identified with the Messiah after 
70 in Ezra; he appears very rarely in rabbinic texts, presumably because 
the Christians had appropriated this enigmatic figure from Dan 7.13.'° 


7.13 in John and Revelation (see note 137 above) and from Ps 8.5 in Heb 2.6. Only the 
very late Targum Psalm 8.5 has twice bar nasa’ for ben ’ddam and ’endés. Cf. also in Ps 
80.18 the parallelism of ’if y°minekhd and ben ’d4dam (LXX Gvdea dEEtas Gou/TOV ViOV 
aVvOemMm0V) and on this Ps 110.1; further related attestations in Horbury 1998a, 144-51, 
who refers, among other things, to Targum Ps 80.16 and 18 and to numerous examples of 
the messianic interpretation of GvOo0wszoc, is, geber/gabra, and other terms. 

'40 Cf. without the article Barn. 12.10; Ign. Eph. 20.2, both already in the style of 
the second century as juxtaposition to vidc Neo. On James, see the Gospel of Hebrews 
according to Jerome, Vir. ill. 2 (Aland 2005, 507), and in the Martyrdom of James accord- 
ing to Hegesippus apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.23.13; cf. Matt 26.64; on this, see Hen- 
gel 2002, 560-61. The shorter Latin version of Ascen. Isa. 11.1(2) also uses it for the 
earthly existence of Christ: Et vidi simile filii hominis, et cum hominibus habitare in mundo 
(Tisserant 1909, 203); this is also true for the Slavic version; on this, see Bettiolo 1995 
(cf. Norelli 1995), 231, 315, 430. Mart. Ascen. Isa. is a Jewish Christian writing from the 
beginning of the second century and stands in firm Christian tradition. 

'41 Chapters 37-71. They are only preserved in Ethiopic. In contrast to the other parts 
of 1 Enoch, no fragment of the Parables was found in Qumran. On this, see Sacchi 1980, 
A4ff.; Uhlig 1984. Cf. also Ign. Eph. 20.2. 

142 Gese 1977, 142 (ET = 1981, 157): “In 1 Enoch the son of man is still spoken of 
with greater terminological freedom.” This stresses “the general human character of the 
figure” (142; ET = 157). In this Dan 7 is developed further and “presupposed even in 
the details” (142-43; ET = 157). 

'43 First Enoch 48.10; 52.4. In the last text there is talk of the “rule of his anointed 
one.” The influence of Isa 11.1-5 is also significant. See Gese 1981, 158 (GV = 1977, 143). 

'44- The Parables presumably arose between the Parthian invasion in 40 BCE and the 
destruction of the temple. Theisohn 1975 hypothesizes only an influence on Matthew (see 
the index on Matt 19.28; 25.31). 

'45 Fourth Ezra 13 is clearly dependent on Dan 7.2, 13; and Isa 11.4. On the Son of 
Man, see the additional parallels in Bill. I: 485ff., 957ff. On the rabbinic linguistic use 
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The formula is not found at Qumran, despite the variety of messianic con- 
ceptions and although the book of Daniel was already held in high esteem 
there.'*° The absence of a reference in Qumran and the relative rarity of the 
formula in the contemporary Jewish sources before 70 suggests that in 
the first century CE bar ’*ndsa’ was not, to be sure, a “messianic title” that 
was recognized by all as a matter of course, but that in certain groups it 
could nevertheless be understood as such on the basis of the interpretation 
of Dan 7.13." 

In our view, this whole state of affairs makes it extremely unlikely 
that the post-Easter community first placed this designation in the mouth 
of Jesus secondarily, especially since it is not used at all in the christologi- 
cal argumentation outside of the Gospels in the epistles or in the words 
of disciples or third parties. If “Son of Man” had been a generally used 
messianic title, one would have to expect it in the Gospels also in the 
mouths of the disciples and opponents, for example as a confession or 
in controversy dialogues. By contrast, in the Gospels it is conspicuous 
that with few exceptions, the title yototd6c, anointed one, never appears 
in sayings of Jesus but is always brought to Jesus from outside, 1.e., from 
followers and opponents, whereas “Son of Man” occurs only in the mouth 
of Jesus and also with conspicuous frequency. Moreover, in Mark “Son of 
Man” as a self-designation of Jesus does not fall under the messianic 
secret, perhaps because the evangelist still knew that it was not a com- 
mon title for the Messiah, though it was probably on the way to becoming 
one.'*® From this two consequences can be drawn: 

1. That Jesus used this formula bar ’‘ndsd’, 1.e., “the human being,” 
as a “messianic” cipher. The reference to Dan 7.13 already stood in the 
background. This belongs to the “secret of his person,” which we cannot 
ultimately plumb. In our view, it is absurd to postulate that “the commu- 
nity” put in the mouth of Jesus in a massive way a formula that was still 


of “the one of the clouds” or “the son of the clouds” for the Messiah from Dan 7.13, see 
Ego 1995, 29-32. 

14° Tov 1992, 96: fragments of five copies of Daniel. The book of Daniel, which arose 
in 165/164 BCE, must have quickly established itself as authoritative in Hasidic, and that 
means also Essene and Pharisaic circles. By contrast, it was rejected by the Sadducees. 

'47 On this, see Bousset 1970, 40-45 (GV = 1965, 10-15). According to Bousset, 
“we will best be able to paraphrase and explain the strange and enigmatic designation . . . 
with the term ‘the’ (well known from Daniel’s prophecy or from the apocalyptic tradition) 
*‘Man’” (45; GV = 13). Horbury 1998a, 151: “. . . it may be said that messianic exegesis 
of Dan 7.13 probably arose not later than the early first century A. D., and possibly much 
earlier. .. . The messianic associations of the phrase would have been strengthened by a 
distinct, best comparable, pre-Christian messianic interpretation of words for ‘man,’ to be 
found in connection with biblical passages other than Dan 7.13.” 

'48 Cf. Horbury 1998a, 151-52. 


560 Jesus and Judaism 


not at all common as a messianic title and therefore unserviceable for the 
christological proclamation, whereas the generally known title of Mes- 
siah, which soon became Jesus’ name, was largely kept distant from him. 
The Markan messianic secret would also become entirely unexplainable in 
this way, for the “(Son of) Man” stands outside of this for the evangelist. 

2. The cipher “Son of Man” or “Man” was apparently suitable neither 
for the proclamation nor for the confession formulas, for 1t—in contrast to 
the title “anointed one,” masih/m’stha’/yevotdc—did not clearly express 
the nearness to God and the eschatological dignity of the exalted one in a 
way that was clear and recognizable for all, since it was not already clearly 
specified as a title by the Old Testament-Jewish tradition. 

One could openly proclaim Jesus as Messiah, Son of God, and exalted 
Lord, but not as the bar ’*ndsa’, which was understandable only for the 
circle of the initiated. When “Son of Man” nevertheless occurs very often 
and only in the mouth of Jesus in the Synoptics and “Christos” appears 
almost never, then this must point to an original historical situation, which 
shows that in this point the “christological” tradition is more reliable than 
is often assumed in critical scholarship. After all, the situation quickly 
changed completely in the post-Easter community. There, in a very short 
time m°Stha’/yQuotdc became the decisive title for the exalted one and 
then the second name of Jesus,'*” while Son of Man was retained only in 
the Jesus tradition. There was still a memory of such old forms of the lin- 
guistic usage of Jesus. This is why we find “the Son of Man” only at the 
margins in the christological argumentation of the Greek-speaking com- 
munity, for example without the article as a quotation from Dan 7.13 and 
Ps 8.5'°° or in Paul carried over as “last Adam” or as “man from heaven.””'”! 
In the vision of the accused Stephen in Acts 7.56 Luke places it in the 
mouth of the first martyr, because he knows that this designation— after its 
frequent use by Jesus himself—still played a role in the Jerusalem primi- 
tive community, whereas it did not do so any longer in the later mission 
communities.'* To be sure, the use by Jesus within the Synoptic Gospels 
themselves is, in turn, mysterious, but we regard it as probable that pre- 
cisely this enigmatic feature, which has led to continuous controversies 


‘4° On this, see Hengel 2002, 240-61; Hengel 20014, 2ff., 8ff. (ET = 1995, 2ff., 7ff.). 

'°°Cf. also Ps 80(LXX 79).16-18; Heb 2.6; Rev 1.13; 14.14; cf. John 5.27. 

'S! First Corinthians 15.45, 47-48. Cf. Acts 17.31: God will judge the world év avdoi 
@ GQLoEv. We regard it as possible that a reference to Adam in Gen 1-3 was hidden already 
in the linguistic usage of Jesus; see note 164 below. 

'S2 Ty this “archaic” christological linguistic usage one could see a parallel to the 
double use of static (Oeob) in the speech of Peter in Acts 3.13, 26, in the prayer in Acts 
4.27, 30, and then in old Jewish Christian prayers (1 Clem. 59.2—3; Did. 9.2—3; 10.2-3). 
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in the later explanation of the cipher until the present day, goes back to a 
differentiated linguistic usage of Jesus. 

The investigation of V. Hampel comes to the conclusion that “the post- 
Easter community . . . under the influence of Dan 7.13-14 first (spoke) of 
the coming of the Son of Man” and Jesus in this “saying about the future 
majesty of the Son of Man”’® referred originally to his own future revela- 
tion as Messiah.'** The author thus finds four groups of Son of Man say- 
ings in the usage of Jesus: 


the sayings “‘about the future majesty of the Son of Man’; 
the sayings about his “present majesty”;'°° 

the sayings “about the present lowliness”’;'°° 

the sayings about his suffering and his resurrection.'*’ 


Soe oie a a 


According to him, the designation bar ’*nd§a’ was a cipher with which 


Jesus very intentionally (takes) up an ambivalent enigmatic phrase in 
order to express his messianic self-understanding and his messianic 
commission in a way that was both concealing and suggestive. . . . Until 
his enthronement—i.e., his final legitimation by God himself, in connec- 
tion with his worldwide public recognition as Messiah—he acts as Mes- 
siah designatus in Israel; and as such he designates himself Xwix 71.'°° 


This means that Jesus characterized himself with it 


as Messiah working in a hidden manner, who looks forward to . . . the 
revelation of his glory. 


i Hampel 1990, 186-87. To be sure, in our view, with this the problem is simplified 
too much. 

'54 According to Hampel, the concern is with Luke 11.30 = Matt 12.40; Luke 17.24 
= Matt 24.27; Luke 17.26 = Matt 24.37 and Mark 14.62ba = Matt 26.64ba = Luke 22.69, 
which proved “(respectively at the core) to be authentic sayings of Jesus.” The post-Easter 
secondary interpretation with reference to the coming of the Son of Man according to Dan 
7.13-14 “took place due to a thoroughgoing primitive Christian updating of the authentic- 
dominical Son of Man sayings” (187). In our view, the connection to Dan 7.13 existed from 
the very beginning. It alone explains the distinctive linguistic usage. 

'®° Mark 2.10, 28; Luke 19.10. 

'°© Matthew 11.19 = Luke 7.34; Matt 8.19-20 = Luke 9.57-58. 

'S7 Mark 8.31 par.; 9.12b par.; 9.31 parr. and above all Mark 10.45. 

'58 Hampel 1990, 371. On this, cf. Horbury 1998a, 151: “the range of meaning of the 
phrase allowed it to be both self-referential and messianic; in its aspects of opacity, which 
the hearer was invited to pierce, it resembled the parables.” 
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Only through it does he become 


Messiah in power. Until then .. . his messianic claim... remains... 
ambivalent insofar as it has “faith and unbelief” as a consequence. 


This more recent attempt at a solution is more successful than others at 
joining the various, seemingly opposing Synoptic Son of Man texts into 
a meaningful unity, without having to appeal too much to the construc- 
tive fantasy of the post-Easter community. Going beyond his assumptions, 
we must ask whether the connection between the self-designation bar 
nasa’ and Dan 7.13 was not already significant for Jesus.'°? He himself 
knew, of course, the book of Daniel, especially since for the book of Dan- 
iel the dawning of the kingdom of God plays the central role.'°° The use 
of the formula bar ndsa’/o viog tot AvOEwnoV in the mouth of Jesus 
in the Synoptics points to an enigma, to a discrepancy, so to speak. On the 
one hand, we must assume that it was originally more likely a cipher and 
not a generally known messianic title. As such, Jesus used it to express 
his hidden dignity and authority as eschatological proclaimer of salvation, 
one could also say as Messiah designatus, and yet at the same time also 
his lowliness and his tribulation, at the end of which stood his execution. 
On the other hand, the question of how Jesus imagined the consum- 
mation of the kingdom of God, its “coming in power,”'®! the day on which 
“the Son of Man is revealed’”!® is answered only in intimations, for pre- 
cisely at this point the eschatological statements of his own proclamation 
and the disciples’ expectations of the parousia of the crucified and exalted 
“Son of Man,” i.e., the hope of the primitive community, are fused together 
in such a way that they can scarcely be separated. At the end of the Last 
Supper he expresses his certainty that God himself will bring about his 


'59 Here one could also refer to the hidden “Son of Man” in the Parables of 1 Enoch; 
on this, see Sjéberg 1946; 1955; Colpe 1972, 423-29 (GV = 1969, 425-29); see also Otto 
1954 (ET = 1938), which was once heatedly discussed. The noble review of Dibelius does 
greater justice to this work of the great history-of-religions scholar than R. Bultmann’s 
scathing review (Bultmann 1937 = 2002, 328-53). See Dibelius 1935: “that here what is 
central in the message and work of Jesus is less explained than beheld, that it is securely 
integrated into the context of the history-of-religion development and on the basis of this 
context and an intuitive sympathy is—despite all doubtful interpretations — rightly beheld.” 
See also Horbury in note 147 above. 

'69 The trial of Jesus and the accusation because of his messianic claims are 
connected—among other things—also with his use of the Son of Man formula; see section 
18.4 and section 20.2.2. 

'6l Mark 9.1. See note 105 in chapter 13. 

'©? Luke 17.30: xata t4 ate Lota H Hue 6 vids tod AvOedmov AnoxadbmtE- 
tat; cf. 24.26. 
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kingdom, through and beyond the announced death, and yet indeed soon, 
and he, Jesus, will celebrate the messianic banquet there with the disciples 
in an entirely new way.'® Here it is significant that Messiah hope and Son 
of Man expectation cannot be separated a priori. This is rightly stressed 
by Hartmut Gese: 


The tradition of the son of man... did not include a Messiah in addi- 
tion to the son of man, because the figure of the son of man involves a 
genuine transformation of the figure of the Davidic Messiah, and is not 
an addition to it. Therefore, if Jesus thought of himself as the Messiah, 
he must also have thought of himself as the future son of man.'“ 


The saying about the eschatological judging function of the twelve 
disciples,’ which follows the Passover meal in Luke, also points in 
this direction. Presumably Jesus already connected the dawning of the 
“kingdom of God in power” (Mark 9.1) with his revelation as “Son of 
Man” from heaven. The parables of the waiting slaves and householders 
and the waiting wise and foolish virgins also belong in this context, in 
which it is no longer possible to distinguish clearly between Jesus’ own 
expectation and that of the earliest community.'® The question of the time 
span between Jesus’ sacrificial death and the coming of God’s kingdom 
can be left open. The middle way between “thoroughgoing eschatology” 
and “realized eschatology” that W. G. Kiimmel attempted to take may 


163 Mark 14.25 = Matt 26.29: cf. Luke 22.18. See section 13.2 with note 45. 

'©* Gese 1981, 161, cf. 159-60 (GV = 1977, 146, cf. 144-45). It “expands and ele- 
vates” the national Davidic picture of the Messiah “so that it can encompass the entire 
mediatory function of divine revelation to mankind” (ET = 160; GV = 145). We could 
ask here whether the universal mediation of the “Son of Man” does not at the same time 
present a counterpicture to the disobedience of Adam and the universal fate connected 
with it. After all, the “kingdom of God that is in the process of realization” proclaimed by 
Jesus also restores the good creation of the heavenly Father disturbed by Adam’s sin and 
turns the sinful human beings into God’s children. The question concerns the extent to 
which—in a different form—primitive Christian, indeed dominical ideas ultimately stand 
behind the Pauline statement in Rom 5.12-21 and 1 Cor 15.21-22, 45-49. On this, see note 
151 above. In that case, the formula “Son of Man” would be an expression for the true 
“human being in correspondence to God” (K. Barth), who opens the gates to paradise, 1.e., 
brings about the kingdom of God. 

165 T uke 22.30; cf.—probably in dependence on Luke—Matt 19.28. 

166 Cf. Luke 12.35-48: Matt 24.42-51: 25.1-13; see section 17.4.1.2. On this, see also 
Kitimmel 1961, 54-59 (GV = 1956, 47-52); on his expectation of an “interim period” 
between death and “parousia,” see pp. 64-83 (GV = 58-76) and especially pp. 76ff. (GV = 
69ff.) on Mark 14.25; cf. also Luke 13.35 par.; 17.22; 18.7-8. See further section 17.4.1.3 
and the discussion of Jeremias’ interpretation of Mark 9.31 there. 
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come closest to the reality here.'®’ With his activity, Jesus proclaimed the 
dawning kingdom of God, described this with metaphors such as “life,” 
“joy,” and divine “glory” and with the conception of the eschatological 
banquet (see section 13.2), but did not specify a future date.'®* Accord- 
ing to the sayings tradition, “the day of the Son of Man” comes in an 
entirely surprising manner and brings judgment and redemption.'® We do 
not know whether or to what extent Jesus’ “near expectation” changed 
under the impression of his “path of sacrifice” to Jerusalem. We cannot 
reconstruct a “systematic picture” of his near expectation that is without 
contradictions. However, one should not assume a complete nullification 
of the period of time until the “revelation of the Son of Man” expected by 
him. Otherwise, the disciples, who were after all the constant hearers of 
Jesus, would have acted differently after Easter. It would, however, be a 
violent coup if one were simply to make a general assignment of all the 
“apocalyptic” sayings of Jesus that belong in this context and are offensive 
to the modern “enlightened understanding” to the “community.” 

C. Colpe, following J. Jeremias, also posed the question of the connec- 
tion between the person of Jesus and the future Son of Man figure: 


The apocalyptic Son of Man is a symbol of Jesus’ assurance of perfecting.'” 


This means that there is a close, indissoluble connection between Jesus 
and the future figure, but a simple identification with Jesus’ present activ- 
ity is not permissible: 


If an identification is stated directly and explicitly, the dynamic element 
in the relation between the present and the future person is destroyed and 
the preaching loses its prophetic character.” 


According to Colpe, in his distinction from Jesus and his connection with 
him, the future Son of Man initially remains enigmatically undetermined. 
This mystery is resolved only by the end event itself, i.e., for the disciples 


'67 Kiimmel 1956 (ET = 1961). See the introduction to the second edition (1956, 3; 
1961, 7). 

'©8 Mark 13.32; cf. Luke 17.20-21; Matt 24.36. 

1697 uke 17.22-37 par.; on this, see section 17.4.1.2. 

79 Colpe 1972, 441 (GV = Colpe 1969, 443.23-24: “Der apocalyptische Men- 
schensohn ist ein Symbol fiir Jesu Vollendungsgewifheit’’). 

71 Colpe 1972, 440 (GV = Colpe 1969, 442.30ff.: “Wiirde hier eine Identifikation 
direkt und ausdriicklich ausgesprochen, so wiirde die Dynamik in der Beziehung zwischen 
der gegenwartigen und der zukiinftigen Person aufgehoben und die Predigt ginge ihres 
prophetischen Charakters verlustig”). 
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with the appearances of the crucified and risen one. By contrast, this— 
temporary—indeterminateness already speaks against the view that a 
post-Easter insertion into the Jesus proclamation took place here. The old- 
est version of the future revelation of the Son of Man, in which one can 
scarcely speak of a christological reshaping by the community, is available 
in the Lukan version.'” The texts about his coming upon the clouds of 
heaven in Mark are already more strongly shaped by the primitive Chris- 
tian hope, and in Matthew a further development can be observed, perhaps 
already under the influence of the Parables of 1 Enoch.'” 

The peculiar-enigmatic way in which Jesus designated himself as 
“(the Son of) Man” or spoke of the future revelation of the “Son of Man” 
is basically a part of the true “messianic secret.” This is not restricted to 
the Gospel of Mark, and it also does not represent a mere construct of the 
post-Easter community that is meant to conceal an “unmessianic Jesus.” 
Rather, it is a phenomenon behind which the mystery of Jesus’ person 
stands. This, in turn, is most intimately connected with the “mystery of 
the kingdom of God’'" and its presence, which is already active in Jesus’ 
actions but is hidden to the outside until the “coming in power.”!” 


17.4.1.1 The Sayings about the Present Activity of the Son of Man 


Here Jesus uses the phrase to describe his own activity, 1.e., instead of the first 
person singular. The sayings where “Son of Man” is used in this way express 
the special authority or afflicted situation of Jesus. The secret of Jesus’ person 
comes especially to the fore in them, and they are basically connected with 
the I sayings, in which he expresses his “messianic sending”: the “Son of 
Man” is sometimes interchangeable with the emphatic “T’ of these sayings.'”° 


172 Luke 17.24-30; cf. Matt 24.27-39. On this, see Hengel 2002, 398-410. The ques- 
tion here is how far Matthew is also dependent on Luke. 

'”? Theisohn 1975, index on Matt 19.28; 25.31. In Matt 25.31 “the Son of Man comes 
in his 60€a and is accompanied by all the angels,” sits on the “OQ@dvoc S0ENs avTOd” and 
exercises judgment through separation. V. 34 calls him BaotWetc; his Baoteta is for those 
who are “blessed of the Father, prepared since the foundation of the world.” This means 
that he acts as judge as God the Father himself and in his commission. 

'™4 Mark 4.11, cf. Luke 8.10 = Matt 13.11. 

"> Mark uses the phrase LUOTHOLOV . . . Th¢g Pactietac Tod Peod in 4.11 in connection 
with his hardening and parable theory. The subject matter, however, is given with the activity of 
Jesus in general. He therefore had to speak about the kingdom of God primarily in tagaBohat/ 
m’sdlim. On this, see section 12.3 with notes 126-29. The verbal agreement between Luke and 
Matthew against Mark is conspicuous: YV@vVOu TH WUOTHELA THs Paotretac (plural). In the 
case of this and other minor agreements, Matthew is influenced by Luke. In the Synoptics the 
word LvoTHOLOV appears only in these passages, which are dependent on Mark. 

ne Cf., for example, Matt 10.32-33 with the more original Luke 12.8-9; Mark 10.45 
with Luke 22.27; Matt 5.11 and Luke 6.22. Decisions about the original form must be made 
on a case-by-case basis. 
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Six sayings are in view, two from Mark and four from the sayings 
tradition of Luke and Matthew. The first text is Mark 2.10'” in the healing 
of the paralytic: “. . . in order that you may know that the Son of Man has 
authority on earth to forgive sins.” The second text is Mark 2.28:'” “The 
Son of Man is Lord over the Sabbath.” Here it has been speculated that 
bar ’*nadsa’ originally meant the human being in general as “lord over the 
Sabbath.” However, in the preceding controversy dialogue over the pluck- 
ing of ears on the Sabbath, the climax of which is formed by our saying 
of Jesus, the concern is with the special—messianic—authority of Jesus, 
who compares himself with David, who in his flight from Saul ate from 
the holy bread of the presence, which was reserved for the priests, and also 
gave it to his companions.'” 

Luke 9.58 = Matt 8.20: “Foxes have holes and the birds of the air 
have nests, but the Son of Man has nowhere to lay his head.” Jesus, who 
as itinerant teacher and proclaimer of the kingdom of God passes through 
Galilee and adjoining areas, has no fixed place of residence that belongs 
to him and must demand from his followers that they share the insecu- 
rity of his existence. This warning vis-a-vis a potential follower refers 
to the externally viewed uncertain existence of Jesus and should not be 
interpreted in an “existentialist,” all-too-modern way as a reference to the 
“homelessness”’'®° of the human being in general, since it thus loses its 
concrete meaning. 

Luke 7.33-34 = Matt 11.18-19, from the speech about the Baptist:'*! 
“For John came, not eating or drinking, and it is said that he has a demon. 
The Son of Man eats and drinks and it is said: Behold, the glutton and 
wine-bibber. . . .” The saying makes sense only in the mouth of Jesus. Like 
Luke 9.58 par. it signals his afflicted situation. This saying, which, despite 
the great difference, connects the Baptist and Jesus but does not yet point 
to their violent death, does not fit in a post-Easter situation shaped by exal- 
tation Christology. It thus runs counter to the later christological develop- 
ment, especially since John and Jesus appear here as representatives of 


"11 The wording is almost identical in Luke 5.24 and Matt 9.6; cf. also the forgiveness 
of sins in relation to the sinful woman in Luke 7.46-50. On this, see section 13.2 with notes 
34-36. 

81 uke 6.5; Matt 12.8; cf. also Mark 3.1-6 parr.; Luke 13.10-16; 14.1-6; John 5.9ff.; 
9.13 ff. 

79 Mark 2.23-28 parr. Matthew expands in 12.5-6: the service of the priests also 
permits the profaning of the Sabbath. 

180 Thus Vielhauer 1965a, 123ff. 

'81 See the end of section 10.7 and elsewhere. 
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divine “Wisdom,” which is “justified” by her “children,” 1.e., their believ- 
ing listeners.'*? 

Luke 11.29-30: the answer to the demands for a sign: “This genera- 
tion is an evil generation. It demands a sign, but no sign will be given 
to it, except the sign of Jonah. For just as Jonah became a sign to the 
Ninevites, so the Son of Man will be to this generation.” The sign of Jonah 
was his preaching in Nineveh. Jesus had precisely this in common with 
the prophet. In response to the demand for a sign, Jesus therefore points 
not—as in the question of the Baptist—to the efficacious healings of the 
sick but to his public proclamation. Seeing signs does not change the heart 
of a human being. Rather, like the Ninevites, the human being must hear 
God’s call to repentance and answer it in believing obedience.'** 

Luke 12.10 = Matt 12.32 is connected with the Beelzebul slander: 
“Everyone who says a word against the Son of Man, it will be forgiven 
him, but the one who speaks against the Holy Spirit, it will not be for- 
given him.” Even the slander of the person of Jesus will be forgiven; by 
contrast, the one who interprets the activity of Jesus in the Spirit of God, 
for example his exorcistic healings of sick persons, as deeds of the demon 
prince Beelzebul excludes himself from salvation, because he opposes the 
coming of God himself. 

Behind this enigmatic linguistics usage, with which Jesus describes 
his authority and his trials and hostilities, stands at the end of the day his 
messianic secret. The true dignity and identity of the bar ’*ndSa’ are still 
hidden and will become manifest only in the near future. There appears 
here a similar dialectic to that between the present of the kingdom of 
God in the activity of Jesus, which many fail to recognize, and its future 
coming “in power.”!* 


'®? Luke 7.35; cf. 10.21 par.; see Hengel 2001c, 87ff., 92, 99, 102 (ET = 1995, 79ff., 
83, 89, 92). In this context one would need to point to the close connection between wis- 
dom and Son of Man in the Parables of 1 Enoch. On this, see Gese 1977, 143 (ET = 
1981, 158): “To the nature of wisdom corresponds the most eminent bearer of wisdom.” 
Here lies a root of the later preexistence Christology, which still possesses entirely Old 
Testament-Jewish features. A bridge to the Davidic Messiah is made by the emphasis on 
the Spirit-effected, unique wisdom of the God-sent, righteous judge of Isa 11.1-16, a text 
that also had an influence on the Son of Man of the Parables of 1 Enoch. On preexistence 
Christology, cf. now also Deines 2012a, 100-113. 

183 Cf, Luke 16.29ff.; 11.28. On the “sign of Jonah” as his announcement of the 
destruction of Jerusalem in Liv. Pro. 10.8, see Schwemer 1995/1996, II: 81ff. See also note 
323 in chapter 3 and note 7 in chapter 16. 

184 ark 9.1; see section 13.1. 
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17.4.1.2 The Sayings of the Coming Son of Man 


This largest and most important group stands in a peculiar contrast, indeed 
in apparent opposition to the sayings about the earthly Son of Man. Jesus 
can speak about this figure seemingly as about a completely different, third 
person. Bultmann and his students, G. Bornkamm as well as T6dt and 
Hahn, believe that by this Jesus meant an apocalyptic, mythological figure 
who was distinct from him. Vielhauer, Kasemann, and Conzelmann regard 
it in general as a formation of the Palestinian community. In their view, 
Jesus used bar ‘nasa’ neither for himself nor for an apocalyptic heavenly 
figure. Today, we find rather the opposite tendency to regard the apoca- 
lyptic sayings as secondary formations of the community and the sayings 
about the present Son of Man as dominical linguistic usage. For example, 
Mogens Miiller assumes that the formula means “Jesus’ circumlocution 
for ‘I,’ namely as an expression of reverence, reserve, and humility,” but 
thinks that this formula, despite Dan 7.13 and its interpretation in the 
Septuagint and in the Parables of 1 Enoch, does not allow one to infer 
a messianic consciousness. Moreover, he thinks that “all ‘Son of Man’ 
sayings that speak of Jesus’ fate on the far side of the resurrection” must 
be understood as “creations of the primitive community.”!* Over against 
such hypotheses C. Colpe carried out pioneering work and, following his 
teacher Joachim Jeremias, carved out seven sayings in which the appear- 
ance of the eschatological Son of Man is announced and his function as 
judge is presented.'*° They can be traced back, at least in part, with some 
probability to Jesus. 

Luke 17.24'8’ = Matt 24.27, from the apocalyptic sayings tradition 
common to the two Gospels: “As lightning flashes from the rising of the 
sun and shines to the setting of the sun, so will it be with the Son of Man on 
that day.” His sudden appearance with the now universally visible inbreak- 
ing of the kingdom of God makes him manifest to all and applies to all 
human beings. It brings judgment and redemption and stands in opposition 
to the zealot expectation of a Messiah hidden in the wilderness, who is to 
gather his followers there some day.'** The Son of Man proves himself 
here to be the universal authorized representative of God. 


185 Mf. Miiller 1984, 259. The author misses the fact that there is precisely not talk of 
the resurrection in these Son of Man sayings. 

186 Colpe 1972, 430ff. (GV = 1969, 433ff.). 

'87 Cf. Luke 17.26, 30 = Matt 24.37, 39; Luke still speaks of the Huéoa; Matthew 
speaks in a Christianized way of the magovoia of the Son of Man; cf. Paul in 1 Thess 
2.19; 3.13; 4.15; 5.23. 

188 See Hengel 2002, 404ff. and note 291 in chapter 3. 
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This is supplemented by Luke 17.26ff. = Matt 24.37ff.: “And as in the 
days of Noah, so it will be with the Son of Man. They ate and drank, they 
married and were given in marriage, until the day when Noah entered the 
ark, and the flood came and destroyed them all... .” This means the Son 
of Man comes—thus probably already in the preaching of the Baptist'*°— 
unexpectedly, suddenly, and as judge of all human beings. 

Analogous to this, the Markan apocalypse, Mark 13.26 stresses: 
“... then they will see the Son of Man in great power and glory.” This 
coming of the Son of Man, which 1s visible to all, means, as already in 
Dan 7.13-14, 27, the consummation of the kingdom of God.'”° Since this is 
identical with the conferring of the kingdom upon the Son of Man or “the 
people of the holy ones of the Most High,” one would also need to refer to 
Luke 22.29-30. It is no longer possible to distinguish cleanly between the 
expectation of Jesus and that of the community of disciples. 

The individual saying of Luke 18.18 (special material) relates his com- 
ing to the messianic movement triggered by the Baptist and Jesus: “When 
the Son of Man comes, will he find faith upon the earth?” Interpreted with 
reference to the parable of the sower, this means: Will the sown seed bear 
fruit or perish? A related saying, which is formulated from the later stand- 
point of the evangelist, is Matt 24.12: “Because lawlessness proliferates, 
the love of many will grow cold.” 

Matt 10.23 belongs in the sending out tradition: “If they persecute you 
in this city, flee to another. For Amen I say to you, you will not finish going 
through the cities of Israel before the Son of Man comes!” Against the 
interpretation of the saying as a community formation, which is popular 
today, stands in the first instance the fact that it does not fit in the situation 
of the Palestinian community, for we have no indication of a systematic 
Jewish mission in Palestine from place to place, which was connected with 
constant persecutions. Moreover, it is unlikely that a primitive Christian 
prophetic saying, which was not fulfilled, was then transformed second- 
arily into a saying of Jesus and retained despite its nonfulfillment. By con- 
trast, the saying fits in the sending out of the disciples by Jesus and was 
taken up into the sayings tradition because his authority stood behind it 
from the beginning.'”! 

Luke 12.8-9'” forms a bridge between the activity of Jesus and the 
coming Son of Man as judge: 


'89 See section 9.1.2.2 with notes 37-38. 

'°° Cf. Mark 8.38 and 9.1 = Matt 16.27-28 and 24.30. 

'9! On the interpretation of the saying, see Kiinzi 1970. See especially its interpreta- 
tion by A. Schweitzer, for whom the saying held special significance. 

192 Cf. Matt 10.32, which is clearly secondary vis-a-vis Luke and altered according to 
Matthean Christology. Matthew replaces 0 vidc tod &vOEMoV with the first person and 
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But I say to you: everyone who confesses me before humans, 
the Son of Man will also confess him before the angels of God. 
But the one who denies me before humans 

will also be denied before the angels of God. 


Here it becomes clear how the behavior against Jesus draws after it as a 
consequence a corresponding reaction of the Son of Man in the judgment. 
It basically anticipates the decision of the judge.'®? The saying is closely 
related to the answer to the Baptist (Luke 7.23), which has been cited sev- 
eral times: “Blessed is the one who does not take offense at me.”’”* Jesus 
distinguishes himself from all the prophets in the fact that he not only—as 
was already the case with the Baptist—appeared with the claim to bring 
the last exhortation to repentance before the coming of the Messiah—Son of 
Man, but also inseparably joined the coming salvation with the stance that 
was adopted toward his person and his action. With him message and per- 
son can no longer be separated. The decision against his activity and thus 
against him anticipates the decision of the coming judge. 

With this we stand before the most important and most contested Son 
of Man saying, the answer of Jesus to the Messiah question in the hear- 
ing before the Sanhedrin, Mark 14.62, and somewhat divergently Luke 
22.69. According to Mark, Jesus answers the question of the high priest— 
“Are you the Messiah, the Son of the Blessed?” — with a combination of 
quotes from Ps 110.1 and Dan 7:13: “I am (€y@ eipt), and you will see 
the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of the power and coming with the 
clouds of heaven.” As a whole it is a judgment saying, which is directed 
against the judges of Jesus in the Sanhedrin. The accused points the accus- 
ers to the coming judge. The one exalted to the right hand of God and 
coming Messiah—-Son of Man will judge them. In the Lukan version it is 
not the high priest but the Sanhedrin who asks. Jesus answers: “If I tell 
you, you will not believe, and if I ask you, you will not answer. From 
now on the Son of Man will sit at the right hand of the power of God.” 


“before the angels of God” with “before my Father in heaven.” In the analogously formed 
sentence in Luke 12.9 = Matt 10.33 Matthew replaces the passivum divinum O&maovynOn- 
oetat with the first person. The coming Son of Man as judge is identified with Christ as 
heavenly messianic king: Matt 25.31-46. Mark 8.38 has likewise been expanded second- 
arily and connected with a reference to the parousia (Mark 13.26-27). This Markan version 
is likewise taken up in Luke 9.26-27 as a doublet to 12.8-9, while the parallel in Matt 16.27 
again contains the typically Matthean version of the idea of judgment. 

'°3 The phrase “before the angels of God” could point to the scene in Dan 7.10 with 
the myriads of angels and the heavenly court of justice. 

'°4 The highest intensification of this “denial before human beings” is Jesus’ condem- 
nation and handing over to Pilate. Mark 14.62 (see below) gives the answer to this. 
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Presumably neither the Markan version with its combination of quotations 
nor the Lukan version with the typical Lukan introduction G0 tod vobv, 
in which—corresponding to Lukan theology—the connection to the par- 
ousia recedes, contains the original answer of Jesus.'*? However, we are 
also not dealing with a free “community formation.” Rather, what is sig- 
nificant is the content that is common to both: (1) that in the interrogation 
of Jesus, which ends with the handing over to Pilate, the Messiah question 
played the decisive role—we will need to discuss this in more detail in the 
trial of Jesus—and (2) that Jesus—in a provoking counterattack—answers 
the high priest with a reference to the Son of Man as exalted one and 
judge. His answer is sufficient for the Jewish authorities to hand Jesus 
over to Pilate as a messianic pretender. This means that Jesus—as in Luke 
12.8—establishes a clear connection between himself and the Son of Man 
also in the trial, indeed, in it he reveals the messianic secret definitively 
and clearly.'*° His confession of his God-given task brings him to the cross. 


17.4.1.3 The Sayings about the Suffering Son of Man'”" 


The sayings about the “suffering Son of Man” are connected with those of 
the “present Son of Man.” Here too the concern is with the human Jesus 
and specifically with the prediction of his future suffering. They form the 
salvation-historical bridge between the sayings of the present one and of 
the coming one. To be sure, this group of Son of Man sayings has a later 
secondarily developed character. 

First, it is lacking in the sayings tradition and in the special material of 
Matthew and Luke and is found only in Mark. 

Second, the seven or eight texts in Mark have a clear tie to the redac- 
tional structure of the Gospel. The first passion prediction appears in Mark 
8.31 as Jesus’ answer to Peter’s messiah confession. Others follow in 9.12; 
9.31; 10.33-34 and elsewhere until the Last Supper and the Gethsemane 


195 While the Lukan version may come from his special source, it is reworked by Luke. 

'96 On this, see section 20.2.2 and Hengel/Schwemer 2001, 30-31, 64, 66, 149ff., 
174, 207 (ET = Hengel 1995, 28-30, 58-60, no equivalent). The accusation of the high 
priestly leaders and Jesus’ behavior also determined their action against the Jewish Chris- 
tians extending to the stoning of James and other leading followers of Jesus around 62 CE. 
The claim that one could not know anything about the hearing of Jesus is misleading. The 
accusation against Jesus was on record and thus also present in the later accusations against 
Jewish Christians in Jerusalem. See Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 

'7 Jeremias 1970, 276ff. (GV = 1979, 263ff.); Pesch 1984b, 47ff. on Mark 8.31ff.; 
Goppelt 1981, I: 187ff. (GV = Goppelt 1975/1978, I: 234ff.); Vielhauer 1965a, 55ff., 92ff.; 
Gese 1981, 160-66 (GV = 1977, 145-51); Bayer 1986; Pitre 2005, 381-454. 
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scene, Mark 14.21, 41.'°8 They are meant to prepare for the passion as the 
climax of the Gospel. 

Third, the predictions of the suffering Son of Man sketch out the pas- 
sion of Jesus, to some extent even in its details. Not only his handing over 
(by God) to the members of the Sanhedrin and then to the Gentiles, 1.e., 
to the Romans, his mocking and killing (10.33-34), but also the resurrec- 
tion “after three days” is predicted. Here we are dealing with vaticinia ex 
eventu, with which Mark leads the reader to the passion of Jesus as the 
goal of his Gospel. In Matthew Jesus even refers twice to his crucifixion 
(20,19; 26.2), 

Nevertheless, although the secondary influence here is evident, the 
question arises of whether a more original, simple form does not stand 
behind these sayings. This means that we must distinguish among the suf- 
fering sayings. After all, there are pointers to Jesus’ way into the passion in 
diverse traditions of the Synoptic tradition!” and not only in Mark. At least 
sayings such as Luke 7.34 (= Matt 11.19) and Luke 9.58 (= Matt 18.20)? 
point already to the agonizing struggle of the “present Son of Man.” 

Here, J. Jeremias has pointed out a possibility.” If one examines the 
sayings of the suffering Son of Man in Mark, Mark 9.31, where there is 
no elaboration, is striking: “The Son of Man will be handed over into 
the hands of human beings, and they will kill him, and having been killed, 
he will rise after three days.” This saying is not formulated by Mark 
himself. It can easily be translated into Aramaic as a wordplay and con- 
tains typical stylistic characteristics of the dominical masal. According to 


198 Cf. also Mark 9.12-13; 12.6-9; 14.1, 8, 11: the reference to the suffering of Jesus, 
which begins with 2.20 and 3.6, structures the design of the whole Gospel. 

'99 See, for example, Luke 12.50; 13.33-34; 22.28: the metoaopot of Jesus; cf. also 
Mark 3.6 and 10.38-39 parr. On this, see section 11.3 with note 65. 

° On this, cf. Luke 9.51; 12.49-50; 13.31-33; Mark 2.20; 3.6; 10.38-39, 45. 

20! Jeremias 1970, 281-86 (GV = 1979, 267-72). 

202 Mark 9.31: 6 vidc Tod GvVOEMRoV naeadiSotar ic yeloas AvVOEMMWV, nal 
CAMOXTEVODOLV GUTOV, XAL GTOXTAVOEIC LETH TOEIS NUEOAS G&VAOTHOETaL. On this, see 
Jeremias 1970, 285 (GV = 1979, 271). The unusual form speaks against the assumption 
that the phrase “after three days” is formulated ex eventu. Luke 9.22; 18.33 and Matt 16.21; 
17.23; 20.19 turn this into the materially more accurate phrase “on the third day”; cf. 1 Cor 
15.4. “Three days” means, by contrast, in the Semitic linguistic sphere “soon,” since there 
is no equivalent to “several” or “some” there. Jeremias, idem, refers to C. H. Dodd, accord- 
ing to whom Jesus did not distinguish clearly between resurrection, parousia, consumma- 
tion, or renewal of the temple, “but . . . all these expressions describe the triumph of God 
that is to follow soon” (Jeremias 1970, 285-86; GV = 1979, 271). See also Stuhlmacher 
2018, 137-39, 147ff. (GV = Stuhlmacher 1992, 119-20, 127ff.) and Dunn 2003b, 801; see 
also section 22.1 with note 24. 
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Jeremias, the original form could have been: “mitmesar*™ bar ’enaSsa lidé 
bené ’endsda,” “God will (soon) hand over the human being (singular) into 
the hands of human beings (plural).” In a similar way as with the saying 
about the sin against the Spirit,°™ this is a riddling saying, which simul- 
taneously conceals: The human being will—in the eschatological time of 
suffering—be handed over into the hands of his fellow human beings. The 
passivum divinum maeadtdotat in Mark could refer back to the analogous 
Aramaic itm‘sar of the Targum of Isa 53.5b, because Jesus understood his 
way into suffering in analogy to the servant of God of Deutero-Isaiah.”” 
Mark 10.45, the ransom saying, would also need to be mentioned here: 
“The Son of Man did not come to be served but to serve and to give his 
life as a ransom for many.” This is a lowliness saying, which, in our view, 
belongs in the Last Supper tradition.*” Thus, at bottom the sayings of the 
suffering Son of Man can be traced back to a special form of the sayings 
about the presence and lowliness of the Son of Man; in that case they 
would basically not be an independent group. 


17.4.2 The Son of the Father?” 


On the basis of Old Testament—Semitic linguistic usage ancient Judaism 
was familiar with a diverse usage of the term “son” in the relationship 
to God. It was used for angels, for the Israelites as a collective, and also 
for individual pious and wise persons. Second Sam 7.14; Ps 2.7 and 
Ps 89.27-28 make possible a reference to the messianic king, which is 
illustrated by the messianic use of these texts in Qumran.” To be sure, 
the designation “son of God” for the Messiah is used only in individual 
cases and never in titular form. The question of whether Jesus used the 
title “Son (of God)” as a self-designation must remain open. While it plays 
a significant role in the earliest Synoptic tradition, in Mark, and in the 


203 Jeremias 1970, 282 (GV = Jeremias 1979, 268). According to Jeremias, the con- 
spicuous present is to be translated, in correspondence to the Syriac Gospel texts, with a 
passive participle in the sense of a passivum divinum. 

2047 uke 12.10 = Matt 12.32. 

205 On the pre-Christian interpretation of Isa 53, see Hengel 1999b, 72-114; Stuhl- 
macher 2018, 138-40, 147-50 (GV = Stuhlmacher 1992, 120-21, 126-29); Stuhlmacher 
2004 (GV = 1996); on Targum of Isaiah 53, see Adna 2004. 

206 See note 66 in chapter 11 and note 75 in chapter 19. 

07 Hahn 1969, 279ff. (GV = 1995, 280ff.). Jeremias 1970, 56ff. (GV = 1979, 62ff.); 
Goppelt 1981, I: 162ff. (GV = 1975/1978, I: 210ff.); Schweizer 1969, 367ff., 380ff. (ET 
= 1972); Colpe 1983; Stuhlmacher 2018, 209-16 (GV = 1992, 184-90 and 413 index, s.v. 
“Sohn’’); Hengel 1977b (ET = 1976b; 1986); 2004a. 

08 On this, see Zimmermann 1998, 153-70 and 540 index, s.v. “Sohn Gottes.” On 
Israel as God’s son, see chapter 15 with notes 1-2. 
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sayings tradition, and is for Mark the most important title, which struc- 
tures the Gospel, it does not appear in the mouth of Jesus. Rather, it is 
found in Mark 1.11 at the baptism in the heavenly voice directed to Jesus 
himself and, similarly, in 9.7 at the transfiguration,”’ now addressed to the 
disciples, and in 3.11 and 5.7 in the mouth of exorcised demons; in 14.61 
it is an explanatory addition to the title of Messiah in the question of the 
high priest, who uses a circumlocution for the name of God, and in 15.39 
it constitutes the confession of the Gentile centurion.*'° Beyond this, we 
find it in the temptation story in Luke 4 and Matt 4 and secondarily in the 
expanded Matthean form of the confession of Peter.*'’ The fact that it is 
lacking in the sayings of Jesus speaks for the age and quality of the say- 
ings tradition. 

The situation with the absolute use of 0 vidc, “the Son,” is somewhat 
different. We find it in a decisive text in the sayings tradition, the revela- 
tory saying in Luke 10.22 = Matt 11.27: 


All things have been handed over to me by my Father, 
and no one knows the son except the Father, 

and no one knows the Father except the Son, 

and anyone to whom the Son wishes to reveal him. 


J. Jeremias has shown that an old saying of Jesus could indeed stand behind 
this four-liner. On the basis of the context, the “handing over” (10ea6L- 
dSOvat = mdsar/m’sar) does not yet have the meaning of the conferring of 
the power of rulership as in Matt 28.18 but the meaning of “hand down” 
and means the knowledge of the revelation: My whole message comes 
from the Father; he has entrusted it to me, and therefore I alone really 
know him. In that case, the second and third lines do not give the 0 vidc 
the character of a title of majesty but refer in a comparison to the unique 
relationship of father and son. 


All things have been entrusted to me by my Father, 
and as only a father really knows his son, 
so only a son knows his father. 


209 On the voice from heaven as a revelatory form, see P. Kuhn 1989. 

710 Mark 14.61: ob et 6 yoLOTOG 6 Vide TOD evAOYHTOD . . . ; cf. Matt 26.63 as an 
adjuration under oath, almost identical in wording . . . tol Oeob; Luke 22.67: ei od ei 6 
YOLOTOG, EiMOV LIV. 

*!! Matthew 16.16; see section 17.3.3 with note 115. 
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But this parabolic saying would thus express Jesus’ relationship to God, 
one may even say, his consciousness of sonship, together with his com- 
mission of revelation, and this means his messianic authority.*!” In this 
text we also encounter the root of the Johannine Christology in the sayings 
tradition.’"° 

In the polemical parable about the wicked tenants, Mark 12.1-9, where 
the son sent by the father is killed by the tenants when he wants to col- 
lect the share of the yield, the son belongs in the source domain of the par- 
able and is not used in the strict sense in a titular way.’!* To be sure, here 
too the source domain already expresses Jesus’ messianic claim indirectly. 
By contrast, due to the unusual absolute use of “the Son,” the enigmatic 
saying of Mark 13.32—“but concerning that day or hour no one knows, 
not even the angels in heaven nor even the Son, but only the Father” — 
could be, in its present form, a formation of the Greek-speaking commu- 
nity, in which the problem of the delay of the parousia is addressed. The 
possibility that it goes back, in an older form, to Jesus himself cannot, 
however, be excluded, since it expresses an offensive “lack,” which fits 
poorly in the post-Easter exaltation Christology and transfer of power.” 

Even though Jesus did not expressis verbis avail himself of the 
phrase “Son of God” as a title, his singular relationship to God, the use 
of “Abba” as an address to God, the distinction between “my Father” and 
“your Father,” and his messianic commission nevertheless explain the 
fact that—as a complementary term to “Son of Man” —the title “Son of 
God” was very quickly applied to him after the resurrection event, indeed, 
the fact that this term became the central christological title for him in 
Mark. What is decisive is his relationship as Son to God as his Father. 
Here we strike upon the actual core, the heart of Jesus’ messianic claim 
of revelation, which, in our view, is connected with the call experience at 
the baptism.?"° 

The individual titles, which were applied to him very quickly in the 
primitive community, have interpretive significance. Jesus is the Son due 
to his unique bond to the Father and the divine dignity deduced from this 
after Easter. With a view to the fulfillment of the Old Testament promise 


*! Jeremias 1970, 68-74 (GV = 1979, 74-79); Hengel 2004a, 173, 178. 

*I3 Thus also Dunn 2003b, 718-19, 724. 

714 On the parable, see Hengel 1968a; Snodgrass 1983; Kloppenborg 2006. On the 
ChAoc—Odvoc motif vis-a-vis the “son” and “heir” and the Joseph tradition, see Weihs 
2003. 

715 Matt 28.18; 1 Cor 15.27 = Ps 8.7; Eph 1.20-22; Heb 2.5-8. 

716 See Hengel 2004a, 177-83. Tellingly, in Gal 1.16 and Acts 9.20 the conversion of 
Paul is connected with the Son of God title. It too belongs in the Christology of the primi- 
tive community. See Hengel 1977b (ET = 1976b; 1986). 
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to the people of God he bears the designation mdst*h, anointed one. As 
the redeemer anointed by God, in his relationship to the world, he is the 
coming “(Son of) Man,” and after Easter he is the “Lord,” maréh/xveELoc 
for the community and for the world. The sonship describes his “nature” 
and the other titles rather his “functions.” No one grasped this better than 
the Fourth Evangelist, for whom the absolute 6 vidc becomes the most 
frequent and also the central title.*'’ Precisely the Johannine Christology 
has its ultimate root in Jesus’ consciousness of sonship. 


17.4.3 Jesus, the Messiah of Israel 


Let us summarize the results: 

According to the Synoptic tradition, which John also basically fol- 
lows, the Messiah title was used by Jesus in only a few—probably 
secondary — places. While the cipher “Son of Man” (which is dependent 
on Dan 7.13), which he applied to himself in certain situations, describes 
his messianic sending, it initially has more of a concealing character. 
Therefore, despite the “messianic secret,’ Mark can put it in the mouth of 
Jesus from the beginning. 

The fact that Jesus’ claim is an eschatological and messianic claim, 
which fundamentally transcends that of the prophet qualitatively, because 
he brings the eschatological “fulfillment,” becomes clear from the Syn- 
optic texts, even apart from the question of titles. This becomes evident 
already from the investigation of Jesus’ relationship to the Baptist and of 
his proclamation of “the kingdom of God that is in the process of realiza- 
tion,” but also from his “deeds of power,” which symbolically signal the 
victory over the power of evil and the restoration of the good creation of 
God. The sayings in which Jesus points to his sending in the first person 
are likewise to be understood on the basis of his special authority, and the 
passion story of the Gospels becomes understandable at all only under 
the presupposition of Jesus’ messianic claim. This applies all the more 
to the rapid formation of Christology after Easter, which was, after all, cre- 
ated in its fundamental characteristics by the disciples who had constantly 
accompanied Jesus and heard him. 

The Messiah title was also applied to Jesus from the outside. This 
happened first through the disciples, then through the wider circle of 
followers, and at the end through the opponents. Jesus, however, never 
rejected it. Indeed, he directly challenged the disciples to comment on this. 


717 & yidc appears a total of 17 times and corresponds to the even more frequent 6 
TATHE LOV. In total vids appears 55 times in John and mathe 137 times, usually in rela- 
tion to Jesus and God. 
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Therefore, the disciples’ and earliest community’s confession of Jesus as 
God’s “anointed one” is not based on an error. Rather, it is his messianic 
task given to him from the Father and his messianic claim that leads him 
into death. He interpreted the same in relation to the disciples in a way that 
was new and offensive to them by pointing to his violent fate in Jerusalem, 
which was expected by him. He rejected the opposition of Peter in the 
sharpest possible way. In the commission of the Father he walks upon 
the way of the servant of God.?!* In the tradition this event was connected 
with a stay outside of Galilee “in the villages of Caesarea Philippi,” pre- 
sumably because Jesus wanted to escape the hostility of Herod Antipas. 
The decision had to take place in Jerusalem. Mark recounts this event—as 
is also the case elsewhere in his Gospel—in such a concise and theologi- 
cally stylized way that all psychologizing questions lead us astray. We 
ought to pursue the psychology neither of Jesus nor of the community 
(here the question would be: which community?) nor of Mark. As much 
as he resisted a psychologizing interpretation of Jesus, Wrede wanted to 
forgo neither the one nor the other. 

Jesus himself could by no means appear with the open pronounce- 
ment “I am the Anointed One,” for the Hebrew gatil formation maSt*h/ 
m°Sthda’, as well as the Greek verbal adjective youotdc, had passive 
meaning:*'? the yeLtotdc Oeod is the one anointed by God. One could 
not—even if one knew oneself to be called into this eschatological 
function—reveal and proclaim oneself as “Anointed One.” The claim 
ey ell O YOLOTOS occurs only with false messiahs in the time of 
the final tribulation.”° Rather, this revelation of the “Messiah” had to 
happen through God. In this sense Jesus speaks in the eschatological 
discourse in a concealing way of the “revelation of the Son of Man.”?! 
He proclaims the kingdom of God that is in the process of realiza- 
tion as Messiah designatus. Only with the coming of the kingdom “in 
power” will he be revealed to all as God’s anointed one. A. Schweitzer 
is probably right in his claim that Jesus connected the hope in this com- 
ing toward the end of his activity with his way into death. Here Jesus’ 
own messianic expectation of completion is fused with the hope of the 
community sparked off by the miracle of Easter. This could explain the 


218 Mark 8.31-33; cf. Mark 10.38-39, 45; 14.24, 27, 36; Luke 12.50; 22.19-20, 27-28. 

719 On this, see Seybold 1986, 52-53. The concern is with the “idea of a divinely initi- 
ated anointing.” Cf. Hesse 1974, 498 (GV = 1973, 487.24): “Yahweh does the anointing at 
the marriage of an unnamed king in Ps 45:7.” 

720 Matthew 24.5, cf. Mark 13.6; Luke 21.8; Mark 13.21 parr. On this, see Pitre 2005, 
226-27, 327. 

217 uke 17.30, cf. vv. 23-24 (Q). Cf. also, in a different way, Justin, Dial. 8.4. 
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fact that the disciples viewed his resurrection also as the beginning of 
the general resurrection (see note 7 in chapter 19). 

Beyond this, Jesus could not publicly express his messianic claim with 
recourse to the Messiah title, because this would have immediately led to 
the most difficult political consequences. Here we strike upon a possible 
motif for the silence commands to the disciples. This would have—this 
is shown by the fate of the forerunner and by the trial in Jerusalem—put 
an end to his activity perhaps already in Galilee. After all, in the time 
between the death of Herod and the Bar Kokhba revolt, i.e., between 
4 BCE and 132-136 CE, we have a multiplicity”? of “messianic pretend- 
ers” of very different kinds, some with more political-royal and others 
with more prophetic character, and there were not only Jewish pretenders 
but also Samaritan ones. Unfortunately, we know almost nothing about 
their teaching and views. However, they all came very rapidly into con- 
flict with their own religious authorities and even more so with the Roman 
authorities, and were violently done away with.’* In Jewish Palestine, the 
title “anointed one” in the eschatological sense was always also an emo- 
tive term, which could be politically (mis)understood. The one who laid 
public claim to it had to reckon with state intervention. In the trial of Jesus 
the accusation of the high priest before Pilate led to his crucifixion as a 
political criminal. It is admittedly peculiar that, according to our sources, 
the Jewish Christians in the motherland were not persecuted any more 
by the Roman authorities at that time. They were probably aware from 
the beginning of the “pacifist” character of this eschatological movement, 
which fundamentally distinguished it from others. 

If Jesus, through his messianic claim, came into proximity to such 
Jewish or Samaritan messianic pretenders, then to modern religious and 
ethical notions this appears rather offensive. Therefore, today—in a rever- 
sal of earlier situations—the denial of his messianic claim can indeed be 
understood as a form of modern apologetics in the interest of Jesus, which 
presents itself as “critical.”’ An unmessianic ethical teacher of wisdom 
or the last herald of God’s kingdom makes a more sympathetic, time- 
less, and therefore edifying impression than a stormy Messiah designatus 
seized by the Spirit of God in the turbulent Jewish Palestine around the 
turn of the era. 

We know these Jewish eschatological charismatics and messianic pre- 
tenders only via the polemical perspective of their opponents, for example 


22 On this, see Hengel 1989c, 290-302 (GV = 1976c, 296-307); Hengel 1996a, 
314ff., 358ff., 382ff. 

223 See the excursus on eschatological prophets in chapter 3; cf. Mark 13.6, 21 parr.; 
Hengel 1989c, 290-302 (GV = 1976c, 296-307). 
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through Josephus and to a lesser extent also through Christian authors. 
We know practically nothing about their teachings and their ways of life. 
If we possessed with regard to Jesus only the witnesses of Jewish and 
Gentile polemic, we would not obtain a more favorable picture of him. 
Luke does not shy away from a comparison to the eschatological prophets 
Theudas and Judas the Galilean, the most dangerous rebel of his time, by 
the Jewish school head Gamaliel I,””* and his messenger Paul is placed 
in connection with the rebellious Egyptian prophet by the tribune of the 
fortress of Antonia. All these troublemakers failed miserably. Luke is 
astonishingly well informed here.” These comparisons show how primi- 
tive Christianity could be appraised by opponents and outside observers 
at that time. Historically they were surely incorrect. The “zealot Jesus,” 
who has wandered like a ghost through scholarship time and again since 
Reimarus, is a false path. However, we should not fail to recognize the 
fact that his opponents, extending to the Jewish informant of Celsus, could 
(mis)interpret him in this way as a criminal rebel and deceiver of the 
people. The Gospels, especially Luke and John, have critically engaged 
with this false interpretation.” Moreover, Rom 13.1-8 and certain pas- 
sages of Acts must, among others, be interpreted against this background. 
Features of the Jewish militaristic Messiah image surface later even in 
primitive Christian apocalyptic and continued to have an effect for a long 
time, especially in the millenialism of the Western church.””’ This much 
appears to be clear: the Jewish history of that time and the course of the 
trial of Jesus demonstrate that publicly appealing to one’s own messianic 
claim with the use of the title was impossible also for political reasons. It 
is therefore understandable that Jesus had to prohibit his disciples from 
spreading his messiahship until the “revelation of the Son of Man.” Thus, 
the complex “messianic secret” has very different aspects, ultimately goes 
back to Jesus himself, and is rooted in the secret of his person and his 
sending. 


224 Acts 5.36-37. The temporal placement of Theudas before Judas is an anachronism; 
cf. also 21.38; 24.5; Luke 23.2; John 10.8; 19.12; Mark 13.22 parr. 

*25 Acts 5.36-37; 21.38; cf. Luke 20.20b; 23.2-4; Acts 17.7; John 11.48; 19.12; on the 
Egyptians, see Hengel 1989c, 230-33 (GV = 1976c, 236-38). On later Jewish polemic, see 
also Schafer 2007. 

?26 Mark 12.13-17 parr.; Luke 23.2; John 18.33-38. 

27 Revelation 19-20; cf. Hengel 1996a, 232ff. This line extends from Papias, Justin, 
and Irenaeus via Hippolytus, through to Victorinus of Pettau and Lactantius. Since Clem- 
ent of Alexandria, Origen, Dionysius of Alexandria, and Eusebius, the East, under Platonic 
influence, has rejected these millennialist features and refused full canonical recognition 
to the book of Revelation. 


580 Jesus and Judaism 


Since the figure of the “eschatological redeemer’” in the Judaism of the 
time could—already on account of its diversity, which was, among other 
things, conditioned by the plurality of the prophetic prophecies—have 
various manifestations, one should not appeal against Jesus’ messianic 
claim to a contemporary “Jewish Messianic doctrine,’ which is said to 
contradict Jesus’ behavior and proclamation, for such a clear “Messiah 
doctrine” did not exist at all in the manifoldness of the possibilities of that 
time. /t is solely Jesus’ own activity in word and deed that determines what 
he understood by the “messianic liberator” (Isa 61.1-2). He does this so 
impressively through his preaching of the kingdom, his healings, and his 
authoritative action in the place of God that the disciples recognized his 
sending as a “messianic” sending, and the Galilean flock of followers also 
hoped that he would bring the “messianic liberation.”’** By contrast, the 
argument advanced by the other side, namely that Jesus’ assurance of God 
and God-like authority go far beyond the messianic statements of the Old 
Testament and that the Messiah title is therefore not admissible for him, 
prematurely reads the later christological development into the history of 
Jesus. However, we are not permitted to measure this by the high Christol- 
ogy of the later Christ hymns or of the Gospel of John,”” let alone of the 
early church dogma. In appearing with the claim to be the messianic con- 
summator, Jesus, through his activity for his followers and for the primi- 
tive community, interpreted the Old Testament promises in a new way that 
surpassed the previous understanding of them. The early church, from the 
beginning, consistently continued upon this path. 


287 uke 24.21; Acts 1.6; cf. John 6.14-15; Mark 11.9-10 parr. 

?2° Despite his unique emphasis on the divinity of Jesus, John consciously uses only 
the same designations for Jesus as the other Gospels. XQuotdc as title and as name, also 
appears with the greatest frequency in the Fourth Gospel (John nineteen times, Matthew 
seventeen times, Luke twelve times, Mark seven times). The view that the Messiah title 
stands in opposition to the divine dignity of the incarnate Son of God and that one is there- 
fore not permitted to ascribe a messianic claim to Jesus introduces a dogmatic prejudice 
into the texts. All four Gospels, and especially John, speak against this view. 


PART VI 
The Passion of Jesus 
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The Last Confrontation in Jerusalem' 


18.1 The Entrance into Jerusalem 


All the evangelists paint Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem with messianic colors. 
This applies already to the earliest account in Mark, upon which all the 
others are dependent.* The Messiah motif occurs already in the prepara- 
tory story of the healing of the blind beggar Bartimaeus in Jericho. Here 
Mark has basically already nullified the messianic secret, for the blind man 
repeatedly calls out to Jesus, as he leaves Jericho with his disciples and 
many accompanying people: “Son of David, Jesus, have mercy on me.” In 
this context, “Son of David” is a paraphrasing of “Messiah.” The healed 
man follows Jesus on the way to Jerusalem. For Mark the entire scene 
has fundamental significance. For the evangelist the blind man embodies 
the true Israel, which is healed from its blindness by the “Son of David” 
Jesus, confesses him as Messiah, and follows him on the way to the pas- 
sion. The unusual form of the story, the address of Jesus with rabbiini, and 
the Aramaic-Greek name point back, however, to a historical event.* By 


' Schmidt 1919, 274ff.; Pesch 1984b (on Mark 11 and 12); Brown 1994; Theissen/ 
Merz 1998, 440-73 (GV = 1997, 387-414); Adna 2000; Dunn 2003b, 765-824. 

* Mark 11.1-10 = Luke 19.28-40 = Matt 21.1-9; cf. John 12.12-19, which presupposes 
knowledge of Mark (v. 14). Conspicuous is Luke 19.37, the praise of God by the “crowd 
of disciples” meol ma0@v wv eidov SuvéEewv, and John 12.17, the witness of the crowd 
that had been with him when he raised Lazarus. 

3 Mark 10.46-52 (47-48); on this, see note 90 in chapter 16. Luke 18.35-43 and Matt 
20.29-34 simplify and omit the conspicuous name “Bartimaeus.” Luke places the blind man 
before Jericho so that he can obtain space for the story of Zacchaeus in Jericho. Matthew 
speaks of two blind men, doubles the healing story (see 9.27-31), and adds—according to 
the majority of the manuscripts —a xvete (20.30). For “Son of David,” see section 8.4. 

4 On the name, see Ilan 2002, 18, 308; on the theological interpretation of the story, 
see Eckstein 1996: “Markus 10.46-52 als Schliisseltext des Markusevangeliums”. The 
Second Gospel has, to be sure, not a few of such key texts. On rabbiini, which appears 
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connecting the healing of the blind man before Jericho with the conversion 
of the chief tax collector Zacchaeus, Luke creates a potent contrast: Jesus 
heals the poorest of the poor and fundamentally changes the life of the 
richest man in the place. This means that the Son of David effects salva- 
tion for all “children of Abraham,” for “the Son of Man has come to seek 
and to save what is lost.” 

The entry story itself® is shaped by the prophetic saying of Zech 9.9, 
which portrays the entrance of the messianic king of peace and is under- 
stood as its fulfillment: 


Rejoice loudly, daughter of Zion, shout, daughter of Jerusalem! 
Behold, your king is coming to you, righteous and victorious. 
He is humble and rides upon a donkey, 

on the foal of a she-donkey. 


The messianic king brings peace not only to Israel but to the world. To 
be sure, Zech 9.9 is first quoted in the later texts in Matthew and John.’ 
It is presupposed, however, by Mark and Luke. Beyond this, Jesus is also 
directly addressed by the crowd as BaotAetc in Luke and John.’ Matthew, 
by contrast, lets Jesus be acclaimed by the accompanying people as Son of 
David.’ Mark restrains himself—accurately historically—with regard to 
these messianic acclamations. After the enigmatic procurement of the don- 
key foal as a riding animal,'° “many spread their garments upon the way," 
others cut branches, and those who went before and followed called out 


elsewhere only in John 20.16 in the mouth of Mary Magdalene and can be understood as an 
intensification of rabbi, see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 1467, and section 11.4. In rabbinic 
prayers ribb6n-rabbén can be used as a designation for God. 

> Luke 18.35-19.10; cf. 18.38-39; 19.9-10. Luke 19.10 takes the place of the state- 
ment of Mark 10.45. See also chapter 15 with note 10. 

© Mark 11.1-10; Luke 9.28-40; John 12.12-19. See also note 60 below. 

7 Matthew 21 4-5, introduced as a “fulfillment quotation,” and John 12.15. 

8 Luke 19.38 and John 12.13 in connection with Ps 118.25-26. In John the motif of the 
kingship of Jesus plays the greatest role in the passion story. In John the festival pilgrims 
and inhabitants of the city also come out to meet Jesus as one does a king (12.12-13, 18). 
On this, see the “official reception” (Gmdavtnous) of David in 2 Sam 19.12-16 after his 
return from the victory over Absalom and in | Thess 4.17 the “official reception” of the 
Kyrios at the parousia. Cf. Brunson 2003, 187-96. 

” Matthew 21.9: doavva tH vid Aavid and Ps 118.25-26. See Hengel 2004a, 164ff. 

'0 Mark recounts it in a peculiarly shortened way. See also the preparation of the 
Passover meal in 14.12-16. In both cases instructions of Jesus obtain the character of a 
“miraculous foreknowledge of Jesus,” Pesch 1984b, 179; and 181: “concrete features, 
which appear to reflect historical material, flow into the messianically stylized story.” 

'! On this, see Pesch 1984b, 182: “The feature . . . appears to be based on recollection: 
it reflects the enthusiasm of the people accompanying Jesus.” 
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‘Hosanna! Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord,’” a shout 
of reception from the—messianically interpreted—last Hallel psalm,'* and 
adds: “Blessed be the coming kingdom of our father David, Hosanna in 
the highest.”’'? According to Mark, Jesus is not yet directly acclaimed by 
his disciples and the festival pilgrims who accompanied him. Rather, they 
praise the kingdom of David, which was expected to come soon, i.e., the 
messianic kingdom of peace which Jesus was expected to establish. Zech 
9.9, however, already stands clearly in the background in Mark." 

We cannot simply dismiss this striking narrative as a second- 
ary christological construction. It does not fit in the conceptions of the 
later Christology with its powerful portrayals of the parousia.'!? Even 
less can it be derived as a whole from Old Testament texts.'° Its graphic 
account, which presupposes a certain knowledge of the place,!” still 
reflects concrete memory. In contrast to John, who recounts an official 
reception (Einholung) of Jesus by the Jerusalemites and the festival pil- 
grims gathered there, and to Matthew, who says that “the whole city was 
unsettled,”’'® Mark recounts only the behavior of the disciples and of the 
accompanying—presumably predominantly Galilean—festival pilgrims.'® 
When R. Bultmann designates the second part of the story in Mark 11.7-10 
as “legendary or at least strongly influenced by legend” and grounds this 
with the claim that “there can be no doubt about the messianic charac- 
ter of the animal,” then we can disbelieve the first statement but readily 


'2 Psalm 118.25-26; see also note 60 in chapter 19 on Mark 14.26. 

'3 Mark 11.9-10. On the phrase év tots vplototc, see also Ps 148.1 LXX; Luke 2.14; 
19.38. 

4 On this, see the Nathan oracle in 2 Sam 7.12-16; Luke 24.21; Acts 1.6. 

'S Cf. Mark 13.26-27 parr.; 8.38 parr.; Matt 25.31-32; 1 Thess 4.15ff.; Rev 19.11 ff. 

re Cf., for example, Gen 49.11; 1 Kgs 1.33, 40; 2 Kgs 9.13; Zech 14.4 or the context 
of 2 Sam 15.30-31. 

'7 The placement of Bethphage before Bethany in Mark 11.1 should not be played 
against this. We do not know whether the street led via Bethany at that time. Mark mentions 
the last place to the east of Jerusalem probably only because it was significant for him as a 
place where Jesus stayed. Cf. Mark 11.1-2, 11-12; 14.3. 

'8 Matthew 21.10. In response to the Jerusalemites’ question “who is this?” the 6yAou 
answer “the prophet Jesus from Nazareth in Galilee.” Prophet and Messiah are also not 
strictly distinguished for Matthew; see section 16.1 with notes 29-30. 

'9 Mark 1.11; paOntat, 11.8: moAAo(/aAAOL, Luke 19.37: Gav tO TANOOS TOV 
uadytav; only with Matt 21.8-9 is the key word 6yAoc/6xAot introduced. Mark speaks 
only in the Bartimaeus pericope in 10.46 of “his disciples and a sizeable crowd” as accom- 
panying persons. Matthew presupposes that Jesus was still an unknown person in Jeru- 
salem. Apparently he believed that the Markan Christology was historically accurate. 
According to John 12.18, by contrast, Jesus is well-known in Jerusalem. Therefore, the 
population comes to meet him. 

*°Bultmann 1963, 261, modified (GV = 1995, 281); on this, see also Hengel/Schwemer 
2001, 60-61, 181 n. 80, 219ff. (ET = Hengel 1995, 55-56, no equivalent). 
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affirm the second one. His justification for its unhistorical character was 
that “the assumption that has to be made if we are to take the story as 
history, namely, that Jesus intended to fulfill the prophecy in Zech. 9.9 
and that the crowd recognized the ass as the Messiah’s beast of burden, 
is absurd.” But this is determined by a far too enlightened Jesus psychol- 
ogy and his “dogma” of an unmessianic Jesus. How can we, as persons in 
the twentieth century, make judgments on the basis of our presuppositions 
about the intentions and actions of the Galilean and his followers? Why 
should the crowd of predominantly Galilean festival pilgrims, who knew 
a saying such as Zech 9.9 only too well, not have viewed Jesus as the 
fulfiller of messianic promises, or have acclaimed him with Ps 118.25-26 
and other provocative shouts because they really expected that “he would 
redeem Israel and bring peace”’?”! And why should Jesus himself, in front 
of the temple and the holy city, which lay before him in all its splendor,” 
not have performed a—messianic—parabolic action, as he did previously 
with the appointment of the twelve and shortly thereafter in the cleansing 
of the temple and then at the Last Supper? 

It is entirely possible, indeed probable, that Jesus, accompanied by dis- 
ciples, had already previously frequented—like every pious Jew—major 
festivals in Jerusalem. According to John, he already went up to Jerusalem 
for the festival of booths in October of the previous year and two years 
earlier to the festival of Passover.’ To be sure, it must remain questionable 
whether the conflict with his opponents already began at this festival of 
booths in Jerusalem a half year before the Passover of his death, dragged 
on to the festival of Hanukkah in December,” and already had the Mes- 
siah question (or the question of his divine sonship) at its center, as John 
recounts,” and, beyond this, whether Jesus was to be arrested” on multiple 
occasions for this reason and therefore withdrew into the land east of the 
Jordan.”’ Even Luke knows, in contrast to Mark/Matthew,”* of more inti- 
mate contacts of Jesus with Judaea, but he nevertheless takes over the nar- 
rative thread of Mark.”? On the other hand, the Markan account, on which 


71 Luke 24.19, 21; cf. Acts 1.6. 

?? Mark 13.1; Luke 21.5-6. 

23 John 2.13-22; 7.2ff.; cf. by contrast, 6.4 and section 11.1 with note 5. 

4 John 10.22. 

25 John 7.26-31, 40ff.; 9.22; 10.24; 11.27. 

76 John 7.32, 44-49; 10.39; 11.57. 

27 John 10.40ff.; after this he returns to Bethany for the resurrection of Lazarus in 
order to then withdraw due to his endangerment to a not identifiable “Ephraim near the 
wilderness” (11.54). 

8 Matthew 21.10—despite 4.25. 

2° Luke 4.44; 5.17; 6.17; 7.17; 23.5. 
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Luke and Matthew depend, appears to run in too much of a straight line. 
The prehistory of the last controversy in Jerusalem was more complicated, 
for Jesus was no longer a completely unknown person there due to ear- 
lier journeys. However, the Fourth Evangelist’s tendency to fuse his high 
Christology with historical details has the consequence that it is no longer 
possible to distinguish between them. Therefore, plausible historical infor- 
mation about Jesus’ activity can be obtained from John only in exceptional 
cases.” To us it appears certain that in his last journey into the holy city 
for the Passover of his death, Jesus himself pushed for a decision, indeed 
provoked the course of things, and that the Messiah question and at the end 
the sacrifice of his life stood at the center. Through this the account of the 
entry into Jerusalem obtains its special weight. Mark gives an account of 
this as the first; as is also often the case with him elsewhere, Petrine tradi- 
tion probably stands behind this. 


18.2 On the Chronology of the Last Days 


In Mark 11.1—14.52, 1.e., between the entry of Jesus and his arrest, the 
evangelist gives a dramatic account of the last conflict in Jerusalem, which 
is relatively clearly structured in a seemingly chronological way. The con- 
cern here is with a total of six days. On the first day Jesus enters, views the 
temple, and then spends the night in Bethany. On the next day the temple 
cleansing occurs, after which he then leaves the city (11.19) and returns 
again on the next morning (11.20, 27). The third day encompasses all the 
controversies and discourses about the question of authority until the end 
of the parousia discourse (13.37). On the fourth day follows, according 
to 14.1-2, the leaders’ resolution to kill Jesus and the betrayal of Judas 
in 14.10-11. The anointing in Bethany at the house of Simon the leper 
(vv. 3-9), which is recounted between them, probably must also be placed 
on this day. According to 14.12ff., the preparations for the Passover meal, 
which is celebrated from the onset of the night, take place on the follow- 
ing, fifth day. Finally, Jesus is arrested in Gethsemane in the Passover 
night, and on the morning after it, on the sixth day, he is condemned and 
crucified. According to this timeline, the entry into the city took place on a 
Sunday and the crucifixion on a Friday. 

While the Friday stands firm as the day of Jesus’ death, since the day 
after his crucifixion is a Sabbath,*' the Markan Christology of the last days 


39 On this, see the fundamental work of Dodd 1963, which itself still takes too much 
delight in hypotheses. On this point, cf. now also Frey 2018a; 2018b. 

31 Mark 16.1-2; Luke 23.54, 56; Matt 28.1; John 19.31 speaks of a “great Sabbath 
day,” because this fell on the Passover festival; cf. 20.1, 19. 
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of Jesus proves, upon closer examination, to be questionable, at least in 
part, as K. L. Schmidt has shown.*? Luke already no longer adheres to this 
schema but has general, extendable specifications of time without a count- 
ing of days.*? However, the Markan account itself, with its emphasis on 
Bethany as a fixed point of support for Jesus and the reference to individ- 
ual persons who apparently already know him from earlier visits and with 
his self-confident appearance and teaching in the temple,** suggests the 
hypothesis that Jesus had already visited Jerusalem on multiple occasions 
and that his opponents in the holy city also already knew him. He appears 
to have already stayed for some time in Jerusalem before the passion.* 
To be sure, it is even more impossible to obtain a clear chronology of the 
last days of Jesus from the complicated Johannine outline, which recounts 
multiple visits of Jesus in Jerusalem. Even the temple cleansing, which in 
itself fits excellently in the last controversy situation and later could also 
co-motivate the condemnation, is controversial, since John, in conscious 
opposition to Mark and Luke, places it at the beginning of the activity of 
Jesus (John 2.13-15). This occurs because of his Christology: Jesus him- 
self as the embodiment of the presence of God is the true “temple” (John 
2.21). At the beginning of his activity he must symbolically cleanse the 
temple in Jerusalem, which has degenerated into a “trading house” (John 
2.16). Since, however, the Markan chronology of the last days is also not 
really reliable, we do not know exactly how long the last controversies 
in the capital lasted. After all, in John they last for months. According to 
John, the anointing in Bethany occurs before the entry into Jerusalem, and 
a large crowd has already come there to meet him.*° His presentation is, to 
be sure, even less coherent than that of Mark. We have here, as so often, 
large gaps and uncertainties, which can no longer be clarified. 

Probable, by contrast, is the concordant Synoptic account that Jesus 
was crucified on the festival of Passover, i1.e., on Nisan 15, presumably 


3? Schmidt 1919, 274-303. See already Wellhausen 1909, 88; on the “day scheme” 
and on the chronology of the last days, see Adna 2000, 191ff., 309-16; see also his attempt 
at a “reconstruction of the events” on pp. 328-33. 

33 Luke 20.1; 21.37-38; 22.1. By contrast, the whole early Christian tradition stands 
behind the nearness of the Passover festival. 

34 Cf. in Mark 14.3-6 the meal in Bethany “in the house of Simon the leper” and the 
nameless woman with the extremely expensive nard oil and John’s strongly divergent ver- 
sion in 12.1-8. For Mark it belongs already to the opening of the passion story; on this, see 
the beginning of this section. 

35 Wellhausen 1909, 88: “Mark’s attempt to press the stay into a week failed; the 
material resists the scheme of the six days, which is in itself somewhat uncertain, in which 
it is meant to be forced.” Wellhausen points here to Mark 14.49: “a two-day teaching 
(11.15-12.28)” is not sufficient “to justify x00’ huéoav.” 

36 John 12.1-11. See note 52 in chapter 19. 
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in 30 CE.*’ The divergent Johannine day of Jesus’ death on the day of 
preparation for the Passover, i.e., on Nisan 14, is christologically moti- 
vated again. Jesus is the “(Passover) lamb of God, who bears the sin of 
the world,’** he dies at the time when the Passover lambs are slaughtered 
in the temple.*” By contrast, all the Gospels agree on the sequence of the 
weekdays: the Last Supper with the disciples takes place in the night of 
Thursday to Friday and the execution on Good Friday. Jesus rests in the 
tomb on the Sabbath. The empty tomb is discovered on Easter morning. 
This temporal sequence of the Gospels is clearly recognizable even in the 
references of Paul in 1 Corinthians.*° However, in Mark, whom Luke and 
Matthew follow, several conflicts become visible, which prepare for the 
passion and which could, on the basis of their content, belong in the con- 
text of the last controversies in Jerusalem.”! 


18.3 The Temple Cleansing and the Question of Authority” 


The only possibility for a historical perspective involves questioning the 
individual, paradigmatically compiled pericopes of Mark as our oldest 
witness for the days in Jerusalem and the passion with respect to their his- 
torical placement, the opponents of Jesus who appear there, and the spe- 
cial situation and examining the extent to which an inner connection with 
the trial of Jesus, which points back to the last controversies, becomes 
visible. Here too we must take into account the fact that the Markan nar- 
rative is very fragmentary and also theologically considered. This means 
that for the historical question only attempts at historical approxima- 
tion are possible even in this temporally restricted space of several days. 
On the other hand, precisely here living memory must have remained 
preserved. 

Since in the hearing before the Sanhedrin the temple question played 
a decisive role according to Mark 14.58 and Jesus’ behavior in the temple 
also strengthened the leaders of the people’s resolution to kill him in Mark 


37 The year 30 CE results from Luke 3.1 and the Pauline chronology in Gal 1.18 and 
2.1 in connection with Acts 18.2 and the governorship of Gallio in Achaia in Acts 18.12ff. 
Cf. note 14 in chapter 11. 

*8 John 1.29, 36; cf. Rev 5.6, 9. 

° See section 19.4; cf. John 19.31-33, 36; cf. Exod 12.10, 46 LXX, and Hengel 
2004d, 139ff. 

40 See 1 Cor 11.23 in connection with 15.3-4 and 5.6-8; see Hengel 2004d, 116ff. 

41 Cf. Mark 11.13-12.34; Luke 19.45-20.38; Matt 21.12-22.40. 

*” Bisler 1929/1930; Hengel 1971b, 15ff. (GV = 1970, 15ff. = 2007b, 227ff.); Roloff 
1970, 89-110; Pesch 1984b, 189-202 (on Mark 11.12-21); Adna 1999; 2000; Dunn 2003b, 
636-40, 785-95. 
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11.18, itis, despite John 2, probably necessary to place the “temple cleans- 
ing” during these last days of Jesus in Jerusalem. If Jesus— which appears 
likely to us—went up to Jerusalem for the Passover of his death with a 
firm resolve to place the people and its leaders before a final decision 
for or against the kingdom of God (and thus for or against himself) and, 
if it was God’s will,** to die for his people as the “servant of God,” then 
precisely his provocative action in the temple fits excellently in this last 
appeal, indeed it is a decisive high point. 


The second temple, which was expanded in a glorious way by Herod the 
Great from 20 BCE onward and was a Hellenistic construction of unheard-of 
splendor, was the religious center of the Judaism of the world of that time, 
the place that God had chosen as his place of residence upon Mount Zion.“ 
For the three large pilgrimage festivals of Passover, Weeks, and Booths—and 
especially for Passover—not only great portions of the Jewish population 
of Palestine flocked together but also thousands of diaspora Jews from the 
Roman and Parthian empires came to Jerusalem.** Before 70 CE the holy 
city was probably among the greatest pilgrimage destinations in antiquity.*© 
According to Josephus, this gathering of easily incited masses of people at 
the especially popular festival of Passover always brought with it the danger 
of political unrest.*” After the death of his father Herod, Archelaus is said to 
have violently cleared the temple area through the use of his entire military 
force, after the people had initially driven out a whole cohort by throwing 
stones; three thousand Jews were said to have been killed in the process. 
Another mass protest took place at a Passover festival under the procurator 
Cumanus after 48 CE, when one of the Roman soldiers posted on the roofs 
of the porticos of the temple court provoked the crowd of pilgrims with an 


43 Cf. Mark 14.35-36 = Luke 22.42 = Matt 26.39; see also Mark 14.49 = Matt 26.54, 56. 

a Hengel 1996a, 58; 1999b, 121-22, 140, 144ff.; Adna 1999, 32-90. Netzer 2006, 
137-78 and 442 index. On the temple construction, see also section 3.1.1 with notes 
112-25, 

45 When Cestius Gallus, the governor of Syria, wants to occupy Lydda in the autumn 
of 66 CE, he finds the city abandoned by the Jewish population, for all have gone up, 
despite the dangers of war, to Jerusalem for the festival of booths: Josephus, J.W. 2.515; 
cf. also Luke 2.41-51 on the festival of Passover and Acts 21.16 for the festival of weeks. 

a Hengel 1996a, 19-26, 472; Hengel 1999b, 135, 144, 174-75 on the Passover fes- 
tival in 66 CE. 

a Josephus, J.W. 1.88 (trans. H. St. J. Thackeray, LCL, 45): “it is on these festive 
occasions that sedition is most apt to break out.” On Archelaus, see Josephus, J. W. 2.10-—13 
= Ant. 17.215—218; on Pilate, see Luke 13.1. On this, see chapter 1 with note 5 and section 
3.1.3 with note 230. 
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obscene gesture. Cumanus deployed his troops against the protesters, which 
led to a mass panic.** 


We can thus assume that the “temple cleansing” took place a relatively 
short time—perhaps only a few days—before the death of Jesus. Accord- 
ing to Mark it took place one day after the entry into Jerusalem, in Luke and 
Matthew on the same day, right after his arrival.” It probably also played a 
significant role in the trial. Presumably this event provided the final impe- 
tus to arrest him. The temple question therefore stands at the beginning of 
the hearing.~° 

The account in Mark 11.15-17 is fundamental. In John 2.14-16 the 
whole is even more strongly elaborated. In the massive outer temple fore- 
court of the Gentiles, which represented in a way the marketplace of Jeru- 
salem, the pilgrims from abroad had the possibility of exchanging their 
money for Tyrian didrachmas and tetradrachmas for sacrificial purposes, 
and especially for the Jewish temple tax of two drachmas. On the front 
these coins bore the head of the city god Melgqart-Heracles, stylized as 
Alexander, and on the back the Ptolemaic eagle, the bird of Zeus. Even 
Roman denarii were not accepted. These silver coins with “idol images” 
apparently provoked no offense at the holy place, for they were the only 
coins in the East that from the reign of Herod to the year 66 CE did not 
diminish in silver content and thus in value. Here the financial advantage 
was stronger than the prohibition against images.”! 

Moreover, doves for the offering of the “small person” were sold 
there.” By contrast, according to rabbinic accounts, the sale of larger ani- 
mals took place—contra John 2.15—outside of the temple area. Money 
changing and the sale of doves were necessary activities for the function- 
ing of the cult. One may assume that the ruling high priestly families prof- 
ited from the money changing and trade, especially the most powerful 
family of Annas, which supplied the high priest of that time Caiaphas, 


“8 Josephus, J.W. 2.223-227 = Ant. 20.105-112; see section 3.1.5 with note 303. It is 
said that Cumanus initially admonished the crowd without success, undé otdoetcs &EG- 
met év E0QTH (109), cf. Mark 14.2 = Matt 26.5. On the key word otdotc, see Mark 15.7 
and Acts 24.5. A violent action against Jews during a festival visit in Jerusalem is also 
reported for Pilate: see J.W. 2.175ff = Ant. 18.60ff. and Luke 13.1ff.; see also section 3.1.3 
with note 230. 

*° Mark 11.11-12, 15-19; Luke 19.45-46; Matt 21.10-17. 

°° Mark 14.57-58 parr.; cf. also the accusation against Stephen in Acts 6.13-14. 

>! Adna 2000, 252, 344-45, 384. Cf. also note 141 in chapter 3 and note 418 in 
chapter 13. 

>? Cf. Lev 5.11; 12.8; Luke 2.22-24. 
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the son-in-law of Annas. According to rabbinic accounts they possessed 
markets on the temple mount.** 

Jesus most certainly did not —as R. Eisler™ and others fantasize—storm 
the temple mount with his Galilean followers and drive out all the traders 
and money changers. This would certainly have led to the intervention of 
the Levite temple police as well as the Roman cohort that occupied the 
Antonia and watched the outer court from the roofs of the porticos*> and 
have produced a great bloodbath. Josephus recounts several such violent 
actions of the occupying troops, precisely under Pilate.°° Rather, the action 
of Jesus in the temple must be understood as a provocative and symbolic 
sign act. He may have overturned some money-changing tables and 
opened dove cages, while his disciples prevented deliveries of wares in the 
forecourt. We cannot reconstruct the event in detail. It need not have been 
more than a small tumult followed by a battle of words, so that the temple 
authorities (and the Romans) did not intervene in order not to increase this 
disturbance and to avoid the shedding of blood.°’ What is decisive in the 
account is the judgment saying. Mark 11.17 passes on a combination of 
quotations from Isa 56.7 and the temple discourse of Jer 7.11: “My house 
should be called a house of prayer, but you have made it into a den of rob- 
bers.” The motif of the “house of prayer” (oixog moO0EVx‘|S)°8 could go 
back to Jesus. In this context, Jesus probably also spoke the saying about 
the tearing down and building up of the temple, which was held against 


>3 Bill. I: 850ff.; I: 570-571; Hengel 1989c, 211-12 with 212 n. 344 (GV = 1976c, 
216-17 with 217 n. 1); cf. Adna 1999, 74—75 with note 14, on the excavation of a work- 
shop in which a scale with the inscription D1Np 729 was found and which had presumably 
belonged to the high priestly family Kathros (t. Menah. 13.21; b. Pesah. 57a); see further 
91-95 on the high priesthood as “temple administration authorities.” 

* Bisler 1929/1930, II: 476ff., 513; on this, see Hengel 1989c, 216-17 (GV = 1976c, 
221-22). 

>° See the incident under the procurator Cumanus at the Passover festival (see section 
3.1.5 with note 303, and see the discussion above with note 48) and the riot against Paul 
at the festival of weeks in 57 CE in Acts 21.27-33, where the cohort above the steps that 
connected the Antonia with the courtyard quickly intervened and saved the life of Paul. 

>© See the discussion of Pilate in section 3.13 and notes 47-48 above. 

°7 Mark 11.16: xal obx Hotev iva tis Stevéyxn oxebos Sid tod ieQov. This enig- 
matic short note, which is more of a pointer than an explanation, is omitted by Luke, who 
only provides a very short account, since he wants to avoid the accusation of rebellion, as 
well as by Matthew. 

38 Cf. Acts 2.42, 46; 3.1; 5.12, 20, 25, 42. According to Luke, the portico of Solomon 
in the eastern outer temple area became the place of assembling for prayer and of procla- 
mation in the early primitive community. According to John 10.23, Jesus already taught 
there. For the teaching of Jesus in the temple in general, see Mark 12.35; 14.49 = Matt 
26.55 = Luke 22.53; cf. Luke 19.47 (xa.0’ Huéoav); 20.1; 21.37; John 18.20. 
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him in the trial.°? The goal of his symbolic parabolic action can be inferred 
from the concluding saying of the prophet Zechariah:© “There will no 
longer be a trader in the house of YHWH of the hosts on that day,” 1.e., the 
cleansing of the temple points symbolically to the dawning kingdom of 
God. A few verses earlier we read in Zech 14.9: 


And YHWH will be king over the whole earth. 
On that day YHWH is the only one 
And his name the only one. 


With the dawning of the kingdom of God, which Jesus wants to introduce 
with his activity, all sacrificial cult and thus all business activity, which 
profanes God’s temple, becomes obsolete: Jesus’ own atoning death may 
already cast its shadow here.°' The profitable trade with sacrificial ani- 
mals and money changing in the temple is against God’s will.” According 
to Mark 11.27-33,° on the following day, Jesus’ provocative action trig- 
gers the question of authority from the leaders of the people: “By what 
authority, in whose authority have you acted against the money changers 
and traders in the temple?’ With this question they indirectly ask about 
his messiahship. Jesus poses the counterquestion about the origin of the 
baptism of John the Baptist: “Did it come from heaven or from human 
beings?’ The leaders of the people refuse—due to fear of the crowds, 
who hold the Baptist high in honor as a martyr prophet—to answer, while 
Jesus leaves the question of authority unanswered. Here his own “messi- 
anic secret” shimmers through again clearly, i.e., the messianic claim that 
now surfaces plainly but is still not publicly explicit. He refuses to answer, 
just as he had already refused to perform a legitimation sign in Galilee. 


°° Mark 14.58: cf. Acts 6.14; see section 20.2.2. 

60 Zechariah 14.21; see Adna 2000, 472 index, ad loc. The text has influenced, among 
others, John 2.16b. Cf. the discussion of Zech 9.9-10 at the beginning of this section. 

6! This context is emphasized especially by Adna 2000, 425-30 and 500 index, s.v. 
“Stihne.” 

°° Cf. also Mark 13.1-2 and 15.38. 

63 Cf. Luke 20.1-8 = Matt 21.23-27. Matthew agrees with Luke against Mark in five 
stylistic improvements of the Markan Vorlage. Apparently, he had looked at both Gospels; 
see héyovtec, amonovdeic, dé, eimate/etmyte and ed O€. 

64 Mark 11.28 = Luke 20.2 = Matt 21.23: év noua éEovota.... 

6 Cf, Mark 11.30 = Luke 20.4 = Matt 21.25. 
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18.4 Polemical Dialogues in Jerusalem 


In Mark we possess a series of additional controversy dialogues, which on 
the basis of their content belong to Jerusalem and most plausibly in this 
very last time. Mark has chosen them as examples in order thereby—as 
was already the case with the question of authority—to demonstrate at the 
same time the sovereign superiority of Jesus in controversy dialogues. For 
him this also belongs to the prophetic-messianic authority® of Jesus. At 
the end “no one dared to question him any longer,’ but “the great crowd, 
however, heard him gladly.”®’ The evangelist has put together these scenes 
as examples; his narrative still reflects real memories of the last days in 
Jerusalem. 

Thus he recounts a controversy dialogue with the Sadducees over the 
question of the resurrection,® for in Jerusalem the Sadducean priestly and 
lay nobility were at home and therefore most influential. They were politi- 
cally dominant over the Sanhedrin and the city. They had less power in 
the open land outside of Jerusalem.” This applies all the more to Galilee, 
where we hear of Herodians, 1.e., the partisans of Herod Antipas, in Mark, 
but do not find Sadducees.”” 

The controversy dialogue has no direct tie to the last controversy in 
Jerusalem but to an eschatological question that was debated by the “con- 
servative” Sadducees and the “progressive” Pharisees. What is at issue is 
the reality of the hope in the resurrection of the dead. Mark 12.18 therefore 
introduces the story with the following words: “And there came to him the 
Sadducees who claim that there is no resurrection.””’ With an artificially 
constructed legal case based on the successive levirate marriage of seven 


6° Cf. Mark 1.22: w¢ &Eovotav ~xwv xal ody w¢ oi YOappaTEIc; see section 16.1 
with note 14. 

67 Mark 12.34, 37. 

68 Mark 12.18-27 = Luke 20.27-40 = Matt 22.23-33. Cf. Meier 2001, 416-44, 468-87 
and elsewhere. 

© Cf. Schwankl 1987; on the Sadducees, see chapter 4 with notes 64—75. 

1 Mark 3.6; cf. 8.15. The powerful but numerically small group of the Sadducees 
was disempowered in the course of the Jewish revolt after 66 CE and met its end as a high 
priestly determined party through the destruction of the temple. The much later Matthew 
connects them—when they had lost all their power—with the Pharisees and also incor- 
rectly places them in Galilee: 3.7; 16.1, 6, 11-12. Luke, who is fifteen to twenty years ear- 
lier than Matthew, is still better informed about them: Luke 20.27; Acts 4.1; 5.17; 23.6-8. 
John no longer mentions them at all and replaces them with the “high priests.” 

1 Cf. Acts 4.2; 23.6-8. The controversy is also attested by Josephus and in the Tal- 
mud; see Bill. I: 885-86 and IV: 334-52 (344-45). On the resurrection in Judaism in gen- 
eral, see Bill. [V: 1166-98; cf. also Hengel 2001a. 
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brothers” they seek to lead the hope in the resurrection ad absurdum. 
Jesus rejects the question as foolish. Those who pose it “know neither the 
Scriptures nor the creative power of God.” The one who revealed himself 
to Moses at the burning bush as “God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob” “‘is 
not God of the dead but of the living.’” The patriarchs are not dead but 
live with regard to the promised resurrection of the dead. Jesus grounds 
this through a central text of the Torah, which the questioners must also 
acknowledge. The problem of the future husband of the woman, which they 
presented, becomes obsolete, for the “angel-like” risen ones in the presence 
of God no longer know the earthly form of marriage.” This argument is 
already encountered in the Pauline notion of the o@ua mvevwatixov, which 
“corresponds to God and his heavenly world.” While it contradicts “com- 
monly held views at the time of Jesus,’’”° it has a certain parallel in accounts 
of the appearances of the risen one.” The lack of any christological refer- 
ence speaks for the age of the story—there is no allusion at all to the resur- 
rection of Jesus. At the same time, it nevertheless reflects the resurrection 
conception of Jesus or of the primitive community, which is the presupposi- 
tion for the earliest understanding of the resurrection of Jesus. 

The Pharisees and Herodians’ question about paying taxes to Caesar 
also points to Jerusalem.” It does not fit in Galilee, where taxes were paid 
to Herod Antipas and not directly to the emperor,” but rather fits best in the 
capital, with the goal of the questioner being—irrespective of how Jesus 
answered—to denounce him either before Pilate or before the people.*® By 


” Cf. Deut 25.5-10; Gen 38.8; Ruth 4.1-10. 

73 Exodus 3.6, 15-16; on this, see Bill. I: 892ff. Luke 20.38 adds fittingly: “for they 
all live to him.” 

74 Mark 12.25; cf. Luke 20.36: iodyyehou yao eiow xai viot eiow Oeot. Luke may 
make recourse here to a special source. With the eschatological consummation, the com- 
mandment of Gen 1.28 and the bitter consequences of 3.16; 4.1 ff. are nullified. 

? First Corinthians 15.40ff. (44); cf. Rom 8.11, 29. 

7 See Bill. I: 887-91 (889). 

TT uke 24.31, 36; John 20.19. On the other hand, this does not exclude the “millenni- 
alist” realism of “eating” and “drinking,” indeed of joyful “dancing” at the festive celebra- 
tion (Luke 6.23; cf. 15.25) in the kingdom of God; see Mark 14.25; Luke 6.21; 14.15; Acts 
10.41; Rev 19.9, etc. See also section 13.2 with notes 45-47. 

78 Mark 12.13-17 = Luke 20.20-26 = Matt 22.15-22. Luke speaks only of delegates of 
the “scribes and high priests” (20.19), who furtively watch Jesus but no longer want to ques- 
tion him themselves. In Matthew it is “disciples of the Pharisees” and “Herodians” (22.15-16) 
who question Jesus. On the subject matter, see Hengel 1989c, 127-40 (GV = 1976c, 132-45). 

™ Antipas, as a client ruler, was obligated only to the yearly payment of a certain 
tribute to the Romans and independently collected his own taxes. Jesus must have had a 
positive relationship to the tax farmers; see chapter 15. 

8° Mark 12.13b has simply iva abtOv Gyeebowouy AOy@ “in order to catch him 
through a word.” Luke explicates accurately: “so that they could hand him over to the 
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getting the questioners to show him a Roman silver denarius with the image 
and inscription of Tiberius, he exposes them. After all, the tax coin is the 
possession of the emperor, for it was minted with his name and image,*’ and 
the one who uses his coin and carries it around with them acknowledges 
this relation of ownership and thus also his rule. Extreme Zealots therefore 
refused even to touch the emperor’s coins, which they regarded as idol 
images. They radically rejected as a matter of course every payment of 
taxes to Rome as a sign of slavery and idolatry.” After Jesus has convicted 
his opponents of not being serious with the question, since they carried 
Caesar’s money around with them, he can give this unmasking answer: 
“Give back to Caesar what belongs to him, but to God what is God’s!”” The 
xa, which connects the two statements, must be understood adversatively. 
The emphasis lies on the second statement. For Jesus the emperor and his 
power are not a pressing problem. He is disempowered, since God himself 
stands before the door, indeed, is present in Jesus’ person. All that matters 
is that his will now occurs in entire obedience. Jesus’ answer could be for- 
mulated as follows: Give the coins with the image and inscription of Cae- 
sar back to him, and give yourselves, who are created according to God’s 
image, wholly over to your creator. The second statement contains the same 
intention as the command to love God in the double love command, which 
Mark expresses a little later in 12.28ff. This last story is also an ideal scene, 
which due to the positive reaction of the scribe and through the narrative 
connection to the question of the Sadducees also belongs in Jerusalem. 


power and authority of the governor.” In the accusation before Pilate in Luke 23.2 they 
accuse him of being a deceiver of the people, who forbids the payment of taxes to Caesar. 
In our view, Rom 13.7 presupposes the tax pericope. The zealot rejection of the payment of 
taxes to the Gentile ruler who lets himself be venerated as divine was also a certain tempta- 
tion for primitive Christianity. 

51 On the coin legends under Tiberius, see Mattingly 1983, 120-45. The inscription 
was often Ti(berius) Caesar Divi Aug(usti) f(ilius) Augustus. It could vary in details. See 
also V. Taylor 1966, 479. 

2 CE Josephus, Ant. 18.4ff.; J.W. 2.118. Hengel 1989c, 190-96 (GV = 1976c, 
195-201). In Judaea the Roman administration accommodated the Jewish prohibition of 
images insofar as the copper coins minted by the procurators did not bear an image of Cae- 
sar, as was already the case for the coins of the Hasmonean and Herodian rulers. Only in the 
case of the temple tax coin minted in Tyre was the revenue for the sanctuary more important 
than the prohibition of images. However, after 66 CE the insurgents immediately minted 
silver coins without human images with cult objects and political-religious fighting words. 

83 For Matt 22.34-40 a scribe who is evaluated positively has become intolerable. He 
therefore takes over from Luke 10.25 the voutxdc as a tester of Jesus (Luke: éxmeroagtwv 
autov), Matt 22:35: émmowtnoev sic €E avtav (of the Pharisees) vopwxd¢ meiodCov 
avtov. Through the knowledge that Matthew, in addition to his Markan Vorlage, looked 
time and again at the Lukan text, the unresolvable problem of the ‘minor agreements,’ 
which has evoked a rich range of hypotheses, disappears. See section 6.4.2. 
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Moreover, to us it seems probable that the offensive parable of the 
merciful Samaritan in Luke 10.30ff., and the no less sharp parable of 
the Pharisee and tax collector in Luke 18.9ff., likewise belong in the 
Jerusalem polemical situation.’ In the first of these parables, the Jewish 
nobility, the priest and the Levite, who were dominant in Jerusalem, are 
juxaposed in a negative way to the despised “heretic” and enemy of the 
people.*® In the second there is a contrast between a tax collector and a 
Pharisee, the exploitative crook and the model pious person, during a visit 
to the Jerusalem temple. Both parables could have signified a provocation 
for the hearers of the leading strata. All the more they correspond to Jesus’ 
message of the revelation of the love of the near God for the despised, 
excluded, and sinners, the “lost sheep of the house of Israel,’ which for 
him includes tax collectors and Samaritans. It is not birth and religious 
claim that counts now before God who justifies the sinner, but only the 
attitude of true repentance which leads to the confession “God be merciful 
to me a sinner,”*° and the concrete deed of love. 

The parable of the wicked tenants also points to a sharp conflict situ- 
ation in Jerusalem itself. It is not, as is often claimed, a later allegoriz- 
ing community formation but rather sheds light on the last controversy of 
Jesus.*’ As in the case of other parables, Jesus takes up here an—admittedly 
unusual but nevertheless not impossible—social situation from Palestinian 
daily life. A large estate owner has set up at considerable cost a vineyard 
and leased it out to landless renters for a fixed share in the yield. The 
owner has his place of residence in a distant city. He is not himself in 
position to personally collect his share after the vineyard produces the 
first harvest several years later but sends slaves. The tenants mistreat them 
and send them back with empty hands. This repeats itself. Finally, the 
owner sends his only son,** who—in contrast to the slaves who were pre- 
viously sent—can validly represent him legally. To be sure, the tenants 


84 Tt may remain open whether it was during the last stay or during earlier ones. How- 
ever, we regard it plausible that the last days constituted the original situation. 

8° Luke is—correctly in terms of history—especially interested in the Samaritans, in 
contrast to Matthew, who wants to keep Jesus away from them (10.5). On this, see B6hm 
1999, 95-100, 239-60; see section 11.3. According to Josephus, Ant. 18.30, Samaritans, in 
ca. 9 CE, had defiled the whole temple in Jerusalem through bones of the dead, and in J. W. 
2.232ff. = Ant. 20.118ff. conflicts arise between Jews and Samaritans because of the mur- 
der of Galilean festival pilgrims; on this, cf. Luke 9.52-56 (including the secondary expan- 
sion of the text, which could come from Marcion’s Gospel; see note 68 in chapter 11). 

86 Luke 18.13; cf. Peter (5.8) and the lost son (15.21). Luke is, as a student of Paul, 
the evangelist of the justification of the ungodly (Rom 4.5). See the end of section 6.4.3. 

87 Mark 12.1-12 = Luke 20.9-19 = Matt 21.33-46; Gos. Thom. 65-66; cf. Luke 21.1-4; 
cf. Hengel 1968a; Snodgrass 1983; Kloppenborg 2006, 173-218, 219-77 (and passim). 

88 Mark 12.6: étt va elyev ViOV GyaTTOV. 
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calculate differently. For them he is the heir. If they kill him, the vineyard 
falls to them through acquisition by possession as land that has become 
without an owner. In that case, the point of the parable would then have to 
be deduced from its end. As the treacherous murder of the son by the ten- 
ants will have the certain intervention of the owner as a consequence, so 
the—intentional—killing of Jesus, the eschatological authorized represen- 
tative of God, will bring forth judgment on the leaders who were responsi- 
ble for it.*° It connects therein the messianic secret with the announcement 
of his death and the reference to the judgment of God, a motif that surfaces 
again in the interrogation of Jesus before the high priest: 


The stone which the builders rejected, 
this has become the cornerstone.” 


The parable is said to have provoked the opponents of Jesus to such a 
degree that they wanted to arrest him, but did not dare to do so out of 
fear of the people. It is peculiar that Mark no longer recounts any mira- 
cle stories in these last days of the controversies in Jerusalem. The only 
exception is the cursing of the fig tree, which, having perhaps grown 
out of a parable story, contains the character of a parabolic action that 
is meant to point to the judgment on the city and temple, but for Mark 
is also related to the “mountain-moving faith” and the certainty of one’s 
prayers being answered.”! At the end of this scene Mark places the story of 
Jesus’ knowledge—which transcends human possibilities—about the gift 
of the poor widow, who, in contrast to the “many rich people,” who “gave 
from their abundance,” had put, with two Aemta, all her possessions into 
the “offering box” of the temple.” This peculiar scene, which is out of the 


8° The parable probably concluded originally with the question “What will the lord of 
the vineyard do?” (Mark 12.9a). The hearers themselves could provide the answer. 

°° Mark 12.10-11 = Ps 118.22-23 LXX; cf. Luke 20.17; Acts 4.11; 1 Pet 2.4, 7. 

°! Mark 11.12-14, 20 = Matt 21.18-19; cf. the parable of the unfruitful fig tree in Luke 
13.6-9. On faith and the answering of prayer, see Mark 11.22-24; cf. Matt 17.20 (see chap- 
ter 15 with note 21) and 7.7. Mark 11.25 also adds an admonition to be ready to forgive in 
connection with prayer; cf. Matt 5.23-24; 6.12; 18.35. 

°? Mark 12.41-44 = Luke 21.1-4. Matthew omits the story because of its apparent insig- 
nificance. The yaComvAcxtov is the treasure room of the temple (cf. Matt 27.6). Based on 
the context, it means here the offering boxes in this room; on this, see Bauer/Aland/Aland 
1988, 300. To Aemtov was the smallest copper coin. Mark explicates the two Aenté with 
the Roman quadrans, one of the pointers to the emergence of the Gospel in Rome; cf. the 
explanation of the avAn, the palace of the prefect, with the Roman term “praetorium” in 
Mark 15.16. On the temple treasury room, see Bill. H: 37-41 (39ff.): Among the thirteen 
trumpet-like money containers there were six for voluntary gifts (t. Seqal. 3.1ff.). The lep- 
ton corresponded to the peruta; a quadrans was a fourth of an as: Bill. II: 45. 
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ordinary in the Gospels, stands in contrast, on the one hand, to the accu- 
sation against the alleged greed of the scribes (12.40), who “devour the 
houses of widows,” and points, on the other hand, to the Messiah’s special 
Spirit-effected knowledge: 


He will not judge according to appearance, 

And he will not make judgments according to hearsay. 

Rather, he judges the small in uprightness 

and makes judgments with uprightness for the poor in the land.” 


With this the evangelist transitions to the great eschatological prophecy 
about the fate of Jerusalem, the eschatological birth pains, and the coming 
of the Son of Man. 

Right before this he has Jesus pose, with reference to Ps 110.1, the rid- 
dling question about the relationship between son of David and Messiah. 
If the Messiah is David’s son, how can the divinely inspired composer 
of Psalms call him “(my) Lord’? This does not signify a contestation of 
Jesus’ Davidic sonship,** but the Messiah is incomparably more than the 
scribes believe, namely the Kyrios, 1.e., the Lord also of the royal found- 
ing father David. Jesus provides no solution to this question, which he, 
according to Mark, poses at the end of the controversy with the opponents. 
Rather, for the evangelist it is answered by the prophecy of the coming of 
the Son of Man” and above all by the passion and resurrection of Jesus. 
For the evangelist the Son of David Jesus is the Kyrios, the coming Son 
of Man, and the Son of God, whom the Spirit-filled king and prophet him- 
self, looking ahead, designates as “my Lord.” Mark has prepared for this 
question (and its implicit answer) through the ample use of the Kyrios (and 
Son) title for Jesus.”° However, in contrast to John, the christological shap- 
ing in Mark has not yet largely suppressed the historical reality. 

The fact that Mark—in complete contrast to John—no longer has 
any public miracles, such as healings, take place in Jerusalem may for 
him have the same reason as in the case of Jesus’ failed appearance in 
Nazareth, where “he could do no deed of power.’ The last healing, that 


°3 Tsaiah 11.3-4. 

*4 On this, see note 106 in chapter 8. 

°° Mark 13.24ff.; cf. 8.38. On the christological significance of Ps 110.1 in primitive 
Christianity, see Hengel 1995, 119-26 (GV = 1993b, 119-22, 185-94; 2006a, 292-95, 
358-67). It is the most frequently quoted Old Testament text in the New Testament. 

°© Mark 1.3; 5.19; 7.28; 11.3. Mark—and in his footsteps Luke and Matthew—could 
signal a knowledge of the preexistence of the Kyrios Jesus with texts such as 1.3, 11; 9.3-7; 
12.6, 35-37. On this, see now Gathercole 2006; Riiggemeier 2017, 345-47. 

°” Mark 6.1-6(5); cf. Matt 13.58; see section 8.3 with notes 66-72. 
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of the blind Bartimaeus in Jericho, who already confesses Jesus as “Son 
of David” and “Lord” and, upon being healed, becomes his follower on 
the way to Jerusalem, has parabolic meaning. Only Matthew introduces 
in 21.14 the healing of several “blind and lame persons” in the temple. 
They inspire children to the acclamation “Hosanna to the Son of David” 
and bring about the protest of the “high priests and Pharisees.” For Mat- 
thew the lack of healing miracles in Jerusalem probably appeared just as 
offensive as in the Markan note about Jesus’ lack of success in Nazareth, 
which he likewise weakens. For Mark, the holy city, where Jesus, despite 
external successes,”* is rejected and executed by the leaders of the people 
in the end, was no longer worthy of such “deeds of power.””’ After all, at 
the end stands the prophecy of the destruction of the temple in 13.1-2. 
The cursing of the fig tree and the parable of the tenants show clearly 
here the narrative tendency of the evangelist. In this way he powerfully 
traces the christological lines that already dominate the way of Jesus 
into the passion ever since the entry into Jerusalem in the older tradition. 
Here the most important line is the question of the messianic authority of 
Jesus. 

This is different in John. Of the seven signs that are narrated in the 
Fourth Gospel only four occur in Galilee and three in or near Jerusalem. 
Beyond this, Jesus already does numerous spectacular signs in his first 
appearance in Jerusalem, which admittedly only encounter a superficial 
faith.'°° Moreover, the question of miracles is discussed especially in the 
polemical dialogues in Jerusalem. '®! 

As addition, after the christological riddle of Ps 110.1 and the peri- 
cope of the poor widow in the temple treasure room, Mark introduces 
a very short warning against the scribes, more specifically against their 
addiction to honor and financial gain (Mark 12.38-40). This may be a key 
word connection to 12.28, 32, and 35, where only the key word yoapwa- 
tetc appears. As the religious leaders of Israel, they are, after the “high 
priests,” the most important group in the Sanhedrin, and, next to the Phar- 
isees, from which Mark rightly distinguishes them, they are already in 


°8 Mark 12.34: “and no one dared to question him any longer”; 12.37: “the great 
crowd heard him gladly.” 

*° It is completely different in John, where the emphasis is placed on the “signs” of Jesus 
in Jerusalem and in its vicinity: 2.23—3.2; 5.2-9; 9.1-7, 16; 10.41; chapter 11; 12.18, 37. 

100 The linking of signs and faith to Jesus’ messiahship and divine sonship is much 
more strongly emphasized in John than in Mark, even though the signs do not awaken 
enduring faith among the crowds. See the texts referenced in notes 99 and 101 in this 
chapter. 

101 John 7.31; 9.16; 10.41; 11.47; 12.18, 37; cf. also 20.31 and the hyperbolic conclud- 
ing saying in 21.25. 
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Galilee the sharpest opponents of Jesus. According to Mark 3.22, they 
come there from Jerusalem. By contrast, in Mark the Pharisees appear 
in Jerusalem only together with the Herodians in 12.13 in the tax ques- 
tion, and they are not mentioned at all in connection with the Sanhedrin. 
Mark is, in ca. 69/70 CE, still relatively well informed about the Jew- 
ish groups and party relations prior to the destruction of Jerusalem.'” Ca. 
twenty to thirty years later, Matthew, in a changed situation, has reworked 
these three verses together with the traditional material from Luke and 
the sayings tradition as well as his own polemic, which has grown out of 
his situation, into the monumental chapter 23, which is decisive for the 
dating of his Gospel to between 90 and 100 CE.’ The fact that Mark 
inserts these verses, which appear rather disruptive, may be connected to 
the last sentence right before the sharply contrasting narrative of the sac- 
rifice of the poor widow and the Markan apocalypse in chapter 13: “They 
will receive an even stricter judgment.”'™ In Mark, the last days of the 
conflict in Jerusalem simultaneously point to the judgment upon the ones 
who reject Jesus’ messianic message, and this means his task given to him 
by God. For him, the Son of Man, whose coming as redeemer he portrays 
as the climax in 13.24-27, is at the end the just judge.’ At the same time, 
the apocalyptic discourse of Mark 13, which is placed in Jesus’ mouth, 
forms a bridge to the present of the evangelist through the reference to the 
post-Easter worldwide mission in 13.10 and through the admonition to the 
persecuted and afflicted church around 70 CE: “And you will be hated by 
all’ for the sake of my name. But the one who endures to the end will be 
saved.’"!07 


102 The same applies to Luke in contrast to the later Matthew and John. 

103 Hengel 2008c, 336ff. (ET = 2000b, 196ff.). 

104 Mark 12.40: obtOL ANLPOvTaL TEOLGOdTEOV xO(LLA = Luke 20.47, cf. Matt 23.13. 

105 Mark 8.38; 13.26-27; 14.61-62. See section 17.4.1.2. 

106 Cf. John 15.18ff., which grounds this hatred of the world christologically. On 
this, see the accusation against the Christians in the Neronian persecution in Tacitus, Ann. 
15.44.4: odium humani generis convicti sunt (they were convicted for their hatred of the 
human race); and the defense of the Christians, which accuses their persecutors of hatred: 
Diognetus 2.6; 5.14; 6.1, 7; Tertullian, Apol. 1.4; 2.3; 3.4ff.; 37.8; 46.4: the hatred against 
the Christians is hatred against the truth: Minucius Felix, Oct. 14.6; 31.8 etc. According to 
Hitchcock 1930; 1935, the hatred of the population against the Christians is also intended 
in Tacitus. This, however, is an incorrect interpretation. The accusation of hate was made 
by both sides. See also Tacitus, Hist. 5.5.1, against the Jews: adversus omnes alios hostile 
odium (“toward every other people they feel only hate and enmity”; trans. C. H. Moore, 
LCL,.133). 

107 Mark 13.13; cf. Luke 21.17-19 and Matt 24.9b, 13. 
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The Preparation of the Passion of Jesus' 


19.1 The Historical and Theological Problem 


The most attested report about Jesus of Nazareth in the first and sec- 
ond century CE is the fact that he was crucified. This statement already 
stands—paradoxically as a saving event—at the center of the Pauline mis- 
sionary preaching. In the Babylonian Talmud? we find it as Baraita that 
Jesus was “hanged” on the eve of the Passover festival; we find the same 
assertion in ancient authors. Thus, in the middle of the second century 
CE, the satirist Lucian mocks the “crucified sophist,” whom the dimwitted 
Christians worship.’ For the Platonist Celsus* it is an unheard of provo- 
cation that the Christians demand: “Believe that this one is God’s Son, 
although he was arrested in a dishonorable way and was executed in the 
most shameful form.” The Neo-Platonist Porphyry° recounts an oracle of 
Apollo, which mocks the “empty deception” of the Christians, who “sing 
laments to a dead god, whom a rightly judging court condemned and whom 
a bad death destroyed in the best years through him being nailed onto the 


'Blinzler 1969; Sherwin-White 1963; Hengel 1977a (= 1986, 93-185); Strobel 1980; 
Pesch 1984b; Betz 1982; Brown 1994; Hengel/Schwemer 2001, 45-63, 133-63 (ET = 
Hengel 1995, 41-58, no equivalent). 

> 'b. Sanh. 43a. It is presupposed here that he was condemned by a Jewish court, 
stoned, and then “was hanged” according to Deut 21.23; cf. also R. Meir’s parable of two 
twins and the “crucified king” in t. Sanh. 9.7. See further Tg. Esther 7.10, where the cross 
of Haman is designated as “teaching hall of Bar Pandera,” i.e., of Jesus; on this, see Ego 
1996, 125, 317ff. and Strack 1910, § 1 and 2 (pp. 18-19%); § 14 (p. 44*). 

3 Lucian, Peregr. 11, 13. Tacitus, Ann. 15.44.3 speaks only of the execution of Jesus 
by Pilate (supplicio adfectus erat), but he knows of course that he was crucified. When pos- 
sible, Roman authors avoided the unrefined term “crucifixion.” See Hengel 1977a, 37-38, 
77-78. 

“ Origen, Cels. 6.10. 

Tn Augustine, Civ. 19.23. 
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cross.” In addition, we would have to mention the mocking crucifix on the 
Palatine from around 200 CE, which has a crucified person with a donkey 
head and the inscription ““Alexamenos worships god.” 

At the same time, more thought and writing have been devoted to this 
trial than to any other in the history of the world. The superabundance of 
theories and hypotheses does not make its evaluation easier. The main 
source is the relatively simple account of the Gospel of Mark in chap- 
ters 14 and 15, which can be illuminated at some points and with great 
caution by the sometimes divergent accounts of Luke and John. While 
these are based on their own tradition, the tradition usually displays sec- 
ondary features vis-a-vis Mark. The additions of Matthew, who usually 
follows Mark, who is an authority for him, are also almost always legend- 
ary in character.’ Many questions will always remain open here, especially 
since we know little about the criminal proceedings against provincials 
(peregrini) in the empire. The most detailed sources on this are the let- 
ters of Pliny and the martyr acts on the trials of Christians.’ An account 
of the passion of Jesus was presumably available to the evangelist Mark 
in written form before the composition of the Gospel, with it being pos- 
sible indeed that he himself composed or shaped it at an earlier time. After 
all, he himself comes from the Jerusalem primitive community. For him 
the passion account was probably the starting point for the whole Gospel. 
From the beginning a continuous story was recounted in it. Without such 
an account Jesus could not have been proclaimed as the crucified Son of 
God at all in the mission communities outside of the motherland.’ The 
age and scope of this preform are, of course, controversial. Rudolf Pesch 
wanted to trace back this “primitive Gospel” with the passion story into 


© From the imperial pagan educational establishment in Severian times, when the 
Christians had already penetrated into the imperial household. On the donkey head, cf., 
for example, Tertullian, Scap. 4.5-6; an image can be found in Dinkler 1967, T. xiii, 33a. 

Cf. the saying about the twelve legions of angels in Matt 26.53, the suicide of Judas 
in 27.3-10 (see note 190 in chapter 6), the wife of Pilate and the handwashing in 27.19, 24, 
the resurrection of dead persons at the death of Jesus in 27.52, and the guarding of the tomb 
in 27.62-66; 28.4, 11-15. Historically valuable are the name of the high priest Caiaphas in 
Matt 26.57 (on this, cf., however, Luke 3.2; Acts 4.6; and John 11.49 and elsewhere; see 
note 40 in chapter 20) and the name Jesus Barabbas in 27.16 (see note 28 in chapter 21). 

® Mommsen 1955, 229-50: the criminal law pertaining to governors. On the trial of 
Jesus, see pp. 240-41 n. 2: “Among the reports, which agree as a whole and in the main 
are also historical, the purest appears to be that of Mark.” See further Bickerman 1935; 
Sherwin-White 1963, 13—23; 1985, 692-712. 

° On this, see Hengel 2004d. 
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the time of the high priest Caiaphas, who was deposed in the autumn of 
36 CE; this, however, is probably somewhat too bold of a venture.'° 

The age of the passion tradition emerges already from the tradition 
in 1 Cor 11.23ff., which is already known to Paul in a solidified form: 
“The Lord Jesus on the night in which he was betrayed (or handed over), 
took the bread, spoke the blessing, broke it, and said: This is my body 
(which is sacrificed) for you... .” It must be viewed together with 1 Cor 
5.6-8, the reference to Jesus as the sacrificed Passover lamb and in relation 
to the Passover customs. Paul told the account which stands behind it to 
the Corinthians when he founded the community in 49/50 CE. He probably 
already came to know this after his conversion in Damascus and already 
disseminated it in his mission communities in Syria and Cilicia.'' Here, 
living memory is still influential, indeed, Paul possesses “chronological” 
information, not only about the night of the handing over, but also about 
the resurrection of Jesus (from the tomb) on the third day (1 Cor 15.4). 
Thus, the core of the Markan passion account goes back to eyewitnesses, 
and above all to Peter. One could forgo knowledge of the passion story 
neither in the worship service—this is shown by Paul’s quotation in 1 Cor 
11.23ff., by the Philippians hymn in 2.6ff., and by the later Passover hom- 
ily of Melito of Sardis—nor in the missionary preaching, in which it was 
not only in Paul that the proclamation of the crucified one stood at the cen- 
ter.'* For here the burning question had to be answered: How could Jesus 
be handed over by members of his own people, to whom he demonstrated 
his messianic authority in word and miracles,"* to the Roman authorities 
and thus to crucifixion, 1.e., the cursed death? Or, put differently, how could 
the Roman prefect Pilate condemn the unique “righteous one,”!’ Jesus of 
Nazareth, despite his innocence, as a common criminal to the most grue- 
some death known to Roman criminal justice? Thus, the passion story 
points from the beginning onward to the hardening theory of Mark and 
to the actual “messianic secret.” The latter is completely unveiled through 
the passion of Jesus. Because from the beginning the primitive community 


'0 Pesch 1984b, 1-27. He grounds this view, among other things, with the argument 
that Mark does not mention the name of the high priest, i.e., he presupposes it as generally 
known. Zuntz 1984b also wants to date Mark very early, to around 40 CE. See note 26 in 
chapter 7. 

'! Galatians 1.21. 

2 Hengel 2004d; 2001a. What is in view is the day of the discovery of the empty tomb 
by the women on Easter morning. 

'S First Corinthians 2.1ff.; Gal 3.1, 13; cf. Acts 2.23-24, 36; 5.30; 10.39; 13.28-29. 

4 Luke 24.19; Acts 2.22 etc.; Heb 2.4. 

'5 Luke 23.47; Acts 3.14; 7.52; 22.14; Matt 27.19; 1 John 2.1: Stxatoc contains, on 
the basis of Isa 53.11, messianic meaning; cf. also Wis 2.12ff., 18ff.; 5.15. 
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had to provide information narratively about these questions and at the 
same time to offer theological explanation, the passion story was a cen- 
tral component of its message. Here, despite all legendary elaboration and 
christological shaping, Mark stands on historically secure ground. Certain 
“basic tendencies” become visible here, which were already determinative 
for the primitive community. 

From the beginning there was a certain apologetic stance. It had to be 
stressed that with Jesus the worst judicial murder imaginable had taken 
place and that the blinded hierarchs of the Sanhedrin, the high priests, 
elders, and scribes, who handed over Jesus to Pilate, bore the true guilt. 
Pilate was not convinced of Jesus’ guilt but was too weak and cowardly 
to resist their pressure. The proclamation of the crucified and risen Mes- 
siah and Son of God after Easter contains at least indirectly an accusation 
against the persons who were responsible for his death, 1.e., the hierarchs in 
Jerusalem.'° It is conspicuous here that—in contrast to John—in Mark and 
in Luke and Matthew, who are dependent on him, the key word Iovdaioc 
is not used for the opponents and for the crowd. In Mark, one therefore 
cannot speak of a fundamental “anti-Jewish” stance in the passion story."” 
That his presentation is historically well founded emerges from the fact 
that Pilate and the later procurators, according to our sources, took no 
more action against the new messianic movement. They apparently did 
not regard it as politically dangerous. Roman rule had other, really threat- 
ening problems. During the next thirty-five years, the constant opponents 
remained the political and religious leadership in Jerusalem and here espe- 
cially the clan of Annas.'* For them the reasons for the execution of Jesus 
were upheld, for them the rejection of Jesus continued to have an effect in 
the enmity against the Jewish Christian community in Jerusalem. 

To be sure, already before and in Mark, the most important “ten- 
dency” is the demonstration that the suffering of Jesus corresponds wholly 
to God’s will and was predicted by the prophetic word of the Old Tes- 
tament. This too applies to the whole of primitive Christianity. In 1 Cor 
15.3 Paul quotes, following a Jerusalem tradition, as the gospel which he 


'© Cf., e.g., 1 Cor 2.8-9: the Goyovtes tod aidvoc tovtoV have crucified Jesus; 
see also Acts 4.10; 5.30. This accusation was made by the followers of Jesus from the 
beginning on and provoked a corresponding counterreaction. After the leading stratum 
in Jerusalem—understandably—trejected the new messianic movement, the opposition 
was then extended in later Christian polemic to the Jews in general, i.e., the leadership was 
identified with the people. See “polemical” statements such as | Thess 2.14 ff. (the earliest 
letter of Paul around 50 CE); Acts 2.23; 3.13-14; 10.39; 13.27-28; Rev 11.8, etc. 

7 On this, see Schwemer 2001c, 133-63. 

'8 See section 3.1.3 with notes 219-20 and section 19.2 below with notes 31-32. See 
further section 20.2.1. 
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“handed down” when he founded the community in Corinth that “Christ 
died for our sins according to the Scriptures.” When Jesus is arrested in 
Gethsemane, Mark has Jesus say in 14.49: “But this takes place in order 
that the Scriptures may be fulfilled.” Here the psalms of suffering 22, 31, 
69, and 118.22ff. were especially important, as well as, with a view to the 
soteriological interpretation of the death of Jesus, Isa 53,’ and, beyond 
this, Zechariah texts such as 12.10-11 and 13.7. In the passion story in 
Mark, features that could be documented with the prophetic predictions of 
the Old Testament were often retained. The shameful death of the Messiah 
Jesus on the cross was a skandalon, which from the beginning had to be 
justified as God’s will through an appeal to the Scriptures. In individual 
cases one would need to examine here whether Old Testament quotations 
directly had a history-forming influence. In our view, this happened much 
less than has been assumed by the hypercriticism. The passion story was 
not “spun out” of Old Testament texts without inhibition, but individual 
texts were connected with the memory of Jesus’ passion. 

To this can be added the paraenetic motifs. In obedience to God’s will, 
Jesus went ahead of the community in his suffering. Christians should not 
fail like the disciples but follow their master, as he himself had demanded, 
and bear tribulation and persecution. After all, Mark emerged shortly after 
the Neronian persecution in Rome and has surely been influenced by the 
memory of this singular catastrophe. Here too we encounter a generally 
applicable primitive Christian motif, which was already fundamental 
for Paul. 

Over everything stands the soteriological significance of Jesus’ place- 
taking suffering, expressed in the high points of Mark 10.45 and above 
all 14.24: “This is my blood of the covenant, poured out for many.” It 
is not their suffering discipleship that grounds the salvation of the 
disciples—here they fail rather—but Jesus’ obedient way into death as 
suffering servant of God who gives his life for the many, 1.e., inclusively 
for all. At the moment of Jesus’ death the temple curtain is torn in two. The 
way in to the Holy of Holies, to God’s saving presence, is opened through 
the atoning death of the Son of God for all human beings.” 


'? On this, see Hengel/Bailey 2004 (GV = Hengel 1996b; Hengel 1999b, 72-114); 
StuhImacher 2004 (GV = 1996); Hofius 2004b (GV = 1996); cf. Bellinger/Farmer 1996. 

?0 Mark 15.38-39. The Roman centurion speaks representatively for all Gentiles. See 
Hengel 198la, 33-75. Cf. also the Gethsemane prayer in Mark 14.35-36 and the self- 
surrender of Jesus in Mark 14.41-42, 48. John especially stresses that Jesus takes the way 
to the cross with complete unity of will with the Father; therefore he has to pass over the 
portrayal of the struggle of Jesus in Gethsemane. 
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J. Jeremias hypothesizes that there were probably two versions of the 
passion,*' a long account, which contained the entry, the temple cleansing, 
and the question of authority, and then transitioned to the decision to kill 
Jesus and the crucifixion, and an even older short account, which begins 
with the arrest in 14.43ff. This is the actual passion story. We are inclined 
to a compromise. The temporally continuous narrative begins already with 
Mark 14.1, since it includes the Passover meal, in which the salvific signif- 
icance of the death of Jesus stands at the center. The Markan account of the 
passion thus forms a relative unity. The different attempts to break it up via 
source criticism into different pieces cannot convince. An extreme posi- 
tion is advocated by E. Linnemann,” who wants to smash it into “twenty 
different original traditional units” and then nevertheless marvels at “the 
unity of this story in structure and character.” More important than such 
source-critical attempts to isolate individual pieces or to scrape out a very 
concise “primitive account” (Urbericht) is the need to draw on the respec- 
tive Jewish and Roman legal-historical materials for comparison and not 
only to work out the christological tendency of the account but also to 
illuminate the political-historical background of the trial. In our view, it is 
indeed possible that a more detailed—to some extent variable—account, 
which was delivered orally, originally stood behind the very concise Mar- 
kan account. 


19.2 The Opponents of Jesus: 
Decision to Kill Jesus and Betrayal of Judas” 


While Pharisees, scribes with less frequency,” and also Herodians once 
in connection with Pharisees are prominent as opponents of Jesus in the 
Galilean activity in Mark,” this picture changes in Jerusalem. The first 
passion prediction in 8.31 already speaks of Jesus being condemned by the 
“elders, high priests, and scribes.” This group of three, in which the “high 


* Jeremias 1966c, 89-96 (GV = 1967a, 83-90). 

21 innemann 1970, 176. It is understandable that she later— influenced thereafter by 
a fundamentalist understanding of the Bible—radically renounced the “historical-critical 
method.” Already in her earlier Marburg time she had never learned what “historical- 
philological” method really is. Cf. the compilation of the thirty-four (!) different attempts 
to reconstruct the pre-Markan passion story in Brown 1994, 1502-17. 

*3 Jeremias 1969a, 147ff., 160ff., 222ff. (GV = 1969b, 166ff., 181ff., 252ff.); Lohse 
1971a (GV = 1964); Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 199ff., 227ff. (237ff.); Goodman 1987; Good- 
blatt 1994; Brown 1994; Hengel 2004d. 

** Mark 2.16, 18, 24; 3.6; 7.1; 8.11. 

>> Mark 3.22; 7.1— there scribes from Jerusalem. In contrast to Matthew, he still dis- 
tinguishes clearly between the two groups. See section 4.1. 

26 Mark 3.6; for Jerusalem, see 12.13. 
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priests” are usually mentioned first,’’ since they especially held political 
power in Jerusalem, has in view the parts from which the highest Jew- 
ish authority, the Sanhedrin, was composed, which consisted of seventy 
(or seventy-one) members under the chairmanship of the high priest. Its 
character before 70 CE is admittedly disputed in scholarship. Presum- 
ably this body was especially an instrument of ruling priestly families, 
especially of the overpowering clan of Annas.*® They have been the actual 
opponents of Jesus since his entry into Jerusalem.”? The Markan passion 
account is well informed with regard to the opponents of Jesus and the 
main responsibility of the high priests. In Mark, the passion of Jesus is 
dominated by a fundamental conflict of Jesus with the political-religious 
leaders in the holy city. 

The Goxtegeic, the high priests, are the Sanhedrin members, who 
belonged to the leading priestly houses, in the first place to the house 
of Annas, and, beyond that, to that of Boethus, Phiabi, Kamithos, and 
others,*” who constantly held the highest temple offices, such as that of the 
captain of the temple and temple treasurer, and who were so rich that they 
could also purchase in alternation the much sought-after office of high 
priest from the Roman prefects. Joseph, with the byname Caiaphas, the 
son-in-law of Annas (John 18.13), held this honor under Pilate. Of all the 
high priests between Herod and the destruction of the temple, he was in 
office the longest by far (from 18 to 36/37 CE).*' This means that he must 
have developed a special ability to keep his office. The later high priests 
changed at times almost every year.* 

The scribes (yoeapyuatets) may have been predominantly Pharisees* 
since the time of Queen Alexandra and of Herod, but were not restricted 


27 Cf. Mark 11.27; 14.43, 53; 15.1; in addition, only the “high priests and scribes” 
appear as the most important group: 10.33; 11.18; 14.1; cf. 15.31; often, however, only the 
high priests: 14.10; 15.3, 10-11; cf. 14.55: oi Goytegets wal GAOV TO OUVESELOV. 

°8Tohse 1971la (GV = 1964); Goodblatt 1994, 77-130; Goodman 1987, 110-16; see 
also index, s.v. “High Priest,” “Sanhedrin,” “The Problem of the Council before 70.” 

°? Mark 11.18, 27; 14.1; 15.1 and elsewhere. 

3° Jeremias 1969a, 194 (GV = 1969b, 219): “Of the twenty-five illegitimate high 
priests of the Herodian-Roman epoch no fewer than twenty-two belonged to these four 
families” and on the whole 190-98 (GV = 215-23). 

31 On this, see section 3.1.3. On Caiaphas and the clan of Annas, see Hengel 1999b, 
322-34; Schiirer 1973-1987, II: 230 nr. 14; Horbury 1994a; Brown 1994, 409ff. and 1558 
index, s.v. “Caiaphas”; see also the discussion of Caiaphas and Annas in chapter 3 with 
notes 273-74. 

3? Cf. the reference in John 11.49, 51, which assumes this later situation. On this, see 
Bill. I: 953 (Lev. Rab. 21) and II: 569 (y. Yoma 1.1.38c). A translation of the whole text can 
be found in Avemarie 1995, 14. 

33 Alexandra, the widow of the Sadducee-friendly Jannaeus, helped the Pharisees come 
to power after his death. After the conquering of Jerusalem in 37 BCE, Herod exercised 
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exclusively to this religious party. There were probably Sadducean and 
“neutral” scribes. They were the actual lawyers in this highest Jewish judi- 
cial authority. By contrast, the elders (yoappoatetc) represented the lay 
aristocracy, i.e., the rich estate owners, heads of tribes, and merchants. 
Joseph of Arimathea, whom Mark designates as a “noble member of the 
council,’** may have belonged to them. Like most ethnic groups and cities 
in the Roman Empire, Palestinian Judaism had an aristocratic structure. 
This corresponded to traditional Roman politics, which consciously relied 
on representatives of the upper class in the provinces. The majority of the 
Sanhedrin belonged to the conservative party of the Sadducees dominated 
by the priests. The Pharisaic minority, by contrast, was focused rather on 
the common people and had the greater influence upon them, at least out- 
side of Jerusalem. 

The question is why the high priestly authorities in Jerusalem regarded 
Jesus as such a dangerous opponent that they had him arrested and handed 
over with such targeted accusations to Pilate that the latter had him nailed to 
the cross as a political criminal. R. Bultmann thought that we could under- 
stand “this execution (scarcely) as the inwardly necessary consequence of 
his activity”; “rather, it occurred on the basis of a misunderstanding of his 
activity as a political action.” He connected with this the hypothesis that 
the entry of Jesus with his followers probably “‘appeared politically dan- 
gerous to the procurator.” The “role of the Jewish authorities” can “no lon- 
ger be determined, since the passion narrative is too thickly overgrown by 
legends. For the later Christians the Jews were the real enemies . . . ; thus, 
they also made them responsible for the catastrophe of Jesus.’*> To be 
sure, the whole New Testament tradition as well as Josephus attest that the 
initiative for the arrest of Jesus proceeded not from the Romans but from 
the highest Jewish authority, and it must have had its reasons for hand- 
ing over an eschatological popular preacher and miracle worker, who was 
popular among large parts of the common people. It is often claimed that 
the main cause for the passion of Jesus lay in his criticism of the Jewish 
law.*° This, however, was not so fundamental and clear that it would have 
been sufficient to lead to a sentencing. Moreover, the Romans showed no 
interest with regard to disputes among Jews regarding the law, and the 


brutal vengeance on the Hasmonean-friendly Sadducees and initially favored the Pharisees 
and their scribal leaders. On this, see Deines 1997, 551-54; Hengel/Deines 1996, 425-32, 
462-76 (ET = 1995, 29-35, 55-67). See section 4.3.2 and the excursus on the relationship 
of women to the religious parties at the end of section 4.4. 

34 Mark 15.43: evoyjuwv BovAevtis. On his person, see section 21.3 with notes 
92-95. 

35 Bultmann 1967a, 453. Bultmann 1966, 49-50 (Bultmann’s emphasis; ET = 1934b, 72). 

*° On this, see Hengel 1978 (= 2007b, 352-74). 
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Jewish authority did not itself possess the right to execution. In order to 
be effective, the accusations against Jesus must have had a political char- 
acter.*’ Stephen, against whom the accusation of polemic against the law 
and temple was made, was therefore killed, against the report of Luke, not 
on the basis of an ordinary trial before the Sanhedrin but fell victim to a 
tumultuous mob justice. Paul, too, almost suffered a similar fate.** 

The reason for the execution of Jesus is clearly recorded in all four 
Gospels and dominates the entire presentation of the trial. The starting 
point is the titulus on the cross: “King of the Jews,” 6 Baotiketds tov Tov- 
daiwv, which points to the causa poenae, the cause of the execution.” 
“King of the Jews” means, however, nothing but the translation of Jesus’ 
messianic claim into the political language of the Romans, who under- 
stood this alone. The problem of the messiahship of Jesus runs like a red 
thread through the whole process, from the hearing before the Sanhedrin 
to the death of Jesus, indeed, it already becomes acute with the entry into 
Jerusalem. The leaders of the people apparently regarded the messianic 
claim of Jesus, which is connected with his proclamation of the dawning 
kingdom of God, and the criticism of the temple cult grounded by it as a 
threat to their own position of power, as an attack on their authority among 
the Jewish people, which was protected by the Roman power. 

According to Josephus,*° shortly before the outbreak of the Jewish 
War, the Jewish leaders had an ecstatic prophet, Jesus, son of Ananias, 
who continually called out threatening words against the temple, arrested 
and beaten up.*! When this did not help, they handed him over to the proc- 
urator Albinus, who whipped him to the bone but then let him go again 
as an alleged madman. While threatening announcements against Jeru- 
salem and the temple were already a reason for handing a person over 
to the Romans, they were not yet serious enough for an execution. After 
all, while a threatening word against the temple plays a role in the trial of 


37 Cf, Mark 12.13; Luke 23.2; John 18.33-38; 19.12 and the accusation that he is “king 
of the Jews” in Mark 15.2 parr.; cf., by contrast, the stance of the governor Gallio in Acts 
18.14-15. Pilate may have been for himself of a similar opinion. 

*8 Acts 7.54ff.; on this, see Hengel 2002, 1-67 (37-46); Acts 21.27ff. For the stoning 
of James, the brother of the Lord, with other Jewish Christians as lawbreakers during the 
absence of the procurator, see Josephus, Ant. 20.200ff. 

°° Mark 15.26: aitia = Matt 27.37; Luke 23.38; with the greatest detail —'Inoots 6 
Natweatoc 6 Baotkeds tHv Tovdaimv—and in three languages in John 19.19 with a 
christological aim. The dignity of the crucified one is to become known to all the world. 
See note 68 in chapter 21. 

“9 Josephus, J.W. 6.300ff. 

“1 This means that one imposed on him the punishment of the thirty-nine blows 
according to Deut 25.3; cf. 2 Cor 11.24 and on this, Bill. II: 527ff. 
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Jesus (Mark 14.58), it was likewise not sufficient. Rather, it was the Mes- 
siah question that was decisive. 

A special report in John has the Sanhedrin, after the raising of Laza- 
rus, say: If “we let him go on like this, all will believe in him, and the 
Romans will come and take from us this (holy) place and (the rule over) 
the people!” Thereupon, the high priest Caiaphas gives the advice: “It is 
better that a person die for the people than that the whole people should 
perish.’** While this is formulated according to Christian tradition, it nev- 
ertheless shows that in John the members of the Sanhedrin and its head 
regarded Jesus as a dangerous deceiver of the people,** who had to be ren- 
dered harmless. By contrast, according to Mark 14.1, the “high priests and 
scribes” made such a definitive decision only two days before the festival. 
This dating probably refers to the concrete carrying out of the plan and not 
to the fundamental desire to get rid of Jesus. It probably had already been 
in effect since the entry into Jerusalem or the temple cleansing, especially 
since the members of the Sanhedrin were concerned that the arrest not 
take place directly at the festival, lest there be a riot among people in the 
midst of the flood of festival pilgrims. Mark stresses multiple times that 
the prophetic-eschatological preacher from Galilee was popular among 
the common people and that one did not dare to make an open arrest out of 
consideration for the crowd.“ The decisive impulse for active intervention 
was given by a disciple who belonged to the most intimate circle around 
Jesus, the “twelve,” Judas Iscariot, and who offered to give Jesus in to 
their hands, upon which they promised to reward him with money.* He 
is always the last person in the different lists of the twelve.*° He usually 
bears the stereotyped descriptor “who handed him over.”*’ The byname 


*? John 11.48-51. The high priest is said to have spoken here on the basis of his pro- 
phetic charisma of his office. On this, see Bammel 1997, 133-39. 

43 On Jesus as a deceiver of the people, see Matt 27.63-64; John 7.12, 47; further 
attestations in Hengel 1981b, 40-42 (GV = 1968b 44-46; 2008b, 81-84). 

“* Mark 11.18; 12.12, 37; 14.1-2. 

45 Mark 14.10-11; cf. Luke 22.3-6 and Matt 26.14-16; on this, see Matt 27.3-10 (spe- 
cial material). The motif of payment may belong to primitive Christian polemic. John 12.6 
(cf. 13.9) turns him into the manager of the money of the fellowship of disciples and into 
a thief. 

© Mark 3.19; Matt 10.4; Luke 6.16: 6¢ éyéveto mo0S6t1¢, cf. Acts 1.17: xatye10- 
unpuévos fv év tptv. John 6.71 also mentions the name of his father Simon: tov Tovdav 
Liwwvos IoxaguMtov. In that case, the byname could already have been that of his father. 
See also note 144 in chapter 11. 

“7 Matthew 10.4: 6 nagadovs avtév. Cf. Matt 26.25; 27.3; John 6.71; 12.4; 18.2, 5; 
only Luke 6.16 calls him “betrayer”; cf. 22.3; Mark 3.19: é6¢ xai maeédwmxev aAvTOV, Acts 
1.16: tod yevouévov Odyyod tots ovAAaPodot TInoodv; on this, see Hengel 2004d, 
132i. 
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Toxaeia0/Ioxaguotiys has nothing to do with the zealot Sicarii, as some 
scholars hypothesize,** but is probably a designation of origin: “the man 
from Q*riyyét,’ presumably a place in south Judaea, as in some manu- 
scripts in John.*? We cannot say more about the motive for the betrayal. 
The Gospel tradition mentions Satanic possession and greed; both are 
meant to explain the unexplainable. For unknown reasons he appears to 
have become deeply disappointed with regard to Jesus’ behavior. The con- 
testation of the historicity of the betrayal and the belonging of Judas to the 
circle of the twelve is absurd. For the primitive community the deed of 
Judas was a heavy burden and at the same time an enigma. It could only 
be explained as the devilish possession of the betrayer.°’ By contrast, the 
content of the betrayal is clear. The offer of Judas solves the problem of 
the leaders of the people, namely how they can, without causing a tumult 
at the festival, quickly and securely arrest Jesus and hand him over to 
the prefect. Since Judas appears as the guide for the police of the Sanhe- 
drin and of the high priestly slaves on that Passover night in Gethsemane, 
he presumably betrays where Jesus—on the Passover night, in which one 
could not spend the night outside of the city area—was certainly to be 
found and arrested without causing a stir after the meal. 


48 On this, see Hengel 1989c, 47 n. 192; 328 n. 88 (GV = 1976c, 49 n. 3; 334 n. 4). 

Cf. Josh 15.25. The byname Toxaoud0 (Mark 3.19; 14.10; Luke 6.16) would cor- 
respond to the form ’7§ qg*ridt, which is attested time and again in contemporary Hebrew; 
see Bill. I: 537-38. On the place, see John 6.71: in &*; O; f°; Sy’ and 12.4 in Codex D. 
This could be the original reading, which was then pushed out by the otherwise common 
Toxaoimtov. In 6.71 and in other texts (Matt 10.4; Mark 3.19 etc.), Codex D and Itala 
have Xxaerow8, a reading that some have interpreted as “‘Sicarii.” On multiple occasions 
John has specifications of place that sound original. On this, see note 144 in chapter 11. 

° Luke 22.3; John 13.27: the only time where the word oatavdc appears in John; cf. 
13.2 and 6.70; only 17.12 calls him “son of perdition”: vidg tis amwAetac. Second Thes- 
salonians 2.3 gives the same designation to the Antichrist. By contrast, the newly discov- 
ered Gospel of Judas, which stems from Sethian Gnosticism and which Irenaeus mentions 
in Haer. 1.31.1, presents him in an entirely positive way. For an English translation of the 
Coptic text, see Ehrman/PleSe 2011, 389-411; Gathercole 2007, 61-113; Kasser/Meyer/ 
Wurst 2007, 17-46. See also the essays by B. D. Ehrman, G. Wurst, and M. Meyer in 
Kasser/Meyer/Wurst 2007. A moral defamation was added later. According to John 12.6 he 
was—as already mentioned—a thief, who dishonestly managed the common moneybag; 
cf. 13.29. According to Mark 14.11 and Luke 22.5, the high priests promise him money. 
In Matt 26.15 Judas himself demands: “What will you give me, so that I hand him over to 
you.” They offer him thirty silver coins, which he later attempts to give back in vain and 
then throws into the temple and hangs himself: Matt 27.3-10. The thirty pieces of silver 
are derived from Zech 11.13 in a reflection quotation. Acts 1.18-20 features an entirely 
divergent story about his death. Papias reports in a fantastic way (Frgm. II.2 in Funk/ 
Bihlmeyer 1924, 136-37; Frgm. 6 in K6rtner/Leutzsch 1998, 58-61). On the early church 
Judas tradition, see Bauer 1967b, 173-77, and Terbuyken 2001. 
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19.3 The Anointing at Bethany 


Between the short note about the hierarchs’ plans to kill Jesus (14.1) and 
the resolution of their aporia through Judas’ offer to betray him (14.10-11) 
Mark inserts the story of an invitation of Jesus “in the house of Simon 
the Leper” in Bethany and recounts his anointing by an unknown woman 
(14.3-9). In this way he creates a sharp contrast to the murderous inten- 
tions of the hierarchs, which are then realized with the help of the betrayer 
from the most intimate circle of disciples. The otherwise unknown host 
belongs to the witnesses, who are often named in the ambit of the passion 
in Mark, such as Bartimaeus, Simon of Cyrene and his two sons, the Gali- 
lean women, and Joseph of Arimathea. 

The woman breaks an alabaster vessel with costly nard oil over Jesus’ 
head, so that—according to the elaborating portrayal of John, who is 
dependent on Mark here—“the house was filled with the aroma of the 
anointing oil” (12.3). The event provokes the indignation of some who 
are present over such waste. One could have better sold the nard oil for 
three hundred denarii—about a year’s wages for a worker—and given the 
proceeds given to the poor. Jesus rejects such accusations: 


Leave her alone! . . . She has done a good deed to me. For you always 
have the poor with you, but you do not always have me.*! She has 
anointed my body in advance for burial. Amen, I say to you: Wherever 
the Gospel is proclaimed in the whole world, what she has done will be 
told in memory of her. 


This scene—which Matt 26.6-13 takes over in somewhat abbreviated form, 
whereas Luke omits it, because it 1s related in individual characteristics to 
his account of the woman who is a great sinner (Luke 7.36-50)—makes a 
bridge between a historical event and the present of the evangelist ca. forty 
years later. The unusual specification of name and place already shows that 
a historical event stands behind it. The story may, like broad parts of the 
Markan passion tradition, go back to Petrine tradition. As was already 
the case in Mark 13.10, it presupposes for the time of the evangelist the 
worldwide Gentile mission, in which the leading disciple also played a 
significant role. The pericope shows by way of example how in connection 
with the proclamation of the new message concrete stories of Jesus were 


>! Cf, at the beginning of the Gospel in Mark 2.20: “Days will come when the bride- 
groom is taken away from them.” On Jesus’ participation at banquets, see Mark 2.15ff. 
parr.; Luke 7.34 par. In contrast to the Baptist, he was not an ascetic. 
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told and interpreted in such a way that story and interpretation flowed into 
each other. 

The Amen saying that the evangelist places in the mouth of Jesus— 
retrospectively—interprets the deed of the woman as anticipating the 
anointing of his corpse, which was no longer granted to him—the crucified 
one. The women who want to perform this service for him on Easter morn- 
ing (Mark 16.1 = Luke 21.1) found the tomb empty. At the same time, the 
story prepares for the immediately following account of Jesus’ Passover 
with his disciples, who, in the passion story that now begins, behave in 
such a completely different way than the woman. The orientation to the 
death of Jesus also stands at the center in this Last Supper.* 


19.4 The Last Supper as Passover Meal** 


The question of whether or not the Last Supper was a Passover meal is 
disputed in scholarship. By contrast, it is clear that Jesus’ death took place 
on a Friday evening before a Sabbath. While the Synoptic tradition clearly 
identifies the Last Supper as a Passover meal on the night of Nisan 15, John 
explicitly stresses™ that the day of the crucifixion of Jesus was already 
Nisan 14, i.e., the day of preparation for the Passover, so that Jesus died 


>? John 12.1-8 places the story of the anointing in Bethany before the entry into Jeru- 
salem but after the leaders’ resolution to kill Jesus on account of the raising of Lazarus 
(John 11.47-53), after which Jesus withdraws to a city Ephraim (11.54; see note 52 in 
chapter 10 and note 5 in chapter 11). Six days before the Passover festival he is said to 
come, despite continued danger to his life, to Bethany, where a meal was organized for 
him, in which Martha (the sister of Mary, 11.1-2) served the guests (cf. Luke 10.40), while 
her brother belonged to them (12.2). John identifies the woman, who is anonymous in 
Mark and Matthew, with Mary, and takes over verbatim motifs from both Mark 14.3-4, 
6ff. and Luke 7.38, which show that he knows both accounts, with him intensifying these 
to some extent (12.3). He puts the criticism of this action in the mouth of Judas, “who was 
a thief and having charge of the common purse he used to pilfer what was put in” (12.6). 
Here the Synoptic comparison shows clearly the novelistic embellishing mode of operation 
of the Fourth Gospel, which usually makes it impossible to infer the historical reality that 
stands behind his presentation and to bring this into agreement with the Markan account. 
While the Lukan story of the great woman sinner at the invitation of Jesus by the Pharisee 
Simon (7.36, 40) could likewise be influenced by the Markan account, it goes back to an 
independent tradition. 

>3 Jeremias 1966c (GV = 1967a); Schiirmann 1968a; Gese 1981, 93-140 (GV = 1977, 
85-128); Pesch 1978; 1991; Stuhlmacher 1987; 2018, 151-66 (GV = 1992, 131-43); 
Hofius 1993 (GV = 1988; 1989, 203-40); Brown 1994, 1364-73; Theissen/Merz 1998, 
405-39 (GV = 1997, 359-86); Hofius 1998 (= 2000, 276-300); Dunn 2003b, 771-73; 
Hengel 2004d. 

4 John 18.28; 19.14: nagaoxeut) tot mdoxa; cf. 19.31, 42. The change of date was 
required by the fact that Mark 15.42 speaks of the day of preparation for the Sabbath; cf. 
Luke 23.54 and Matt 27.62. 
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at the same time that the Passover lambs were slaughtered in the temple, 
which were then consumed after the onset of night in meal fellowships 
of at least ten people. The meal of Jesus in John 13, which introduces the 
Farewell Discourses, appears as a festive, nighttime meal, beginning with 
a footwashing, which is probably meant to symbolize baptism. Neverthe- 
less, despite individual features which could point to a Passover meal, 
it is consciously represented not as a Passover meal. It is typical for the 
Fourth Evangelist that he places christological theory over historical real- 
ity and displaces the latter. Because Jesus is for John the Passover lamb, he 
cannot have celebrated the Jewish Passover meal with his disciples. Paul 
already says in | Cor 5.7: “Christ, our Passover lamb, has been slaugh- 
tered.” He presupposes here the knowledge of the Passover customs in the 
already predominantly “Gentile Christian” community in Corinth, and yet 
probably because the Passover had been celebrated there in a distinctive, 
“Christian” way. The Corinthians knew of it that “the night in which Jesus 
was handed over” was the night of Passover. By contrast, John connects 
the establishment of the Eucharist with the feeding of the five thousand, 
which, according to him, took place at the time of Passover in Galilee one 
year before the Passover of Jesus’ death.°° 

In our view, J. Jeremias, in his fundamental monograph Die Abend- 
mahlsworte Jesu (ET = The Eucharistic Words of Jesus),*° convincingly 
demonstrated that the Last Supper of Jesus was really a Passover meal. 
From the numerous reasons that he adduces for this view, the most impor- 
tant are: (1) that the concern is with a festive meal of Jesus with his dis- 
ciples during the night in the overcrowded city of Jerusalem at the time 
of the festival in a prepared location. Nighttime meals were not other- 
wise common among the simple people. (2) Furthermore, it was a meal 
in which one reclined at table on couches,*’ in other words a real festive 
meal, in which (3) prior to the bread a dish** was passed around in which 
one dipped herbs. (4) Moreover, at the Passover celebration, several cups 
with wine, at least four according to the Mishnah, also for the poorest 
people,’ were passed around, and (5) interpretive words were spoken in 
relation to the foods, which referred to the saving event of the exodus 


>° John 6.4 and the bread discourse in John 6.32-58. On the footwashing in John 13, 
see Abramowski 2005. It could point to a special sacramental action of the Johannine 
circle, which did not establish itself in the church. This “service” of Jesus picks up on the 
saying in Luke 22.27. See note 74 below. 

6 Jeremias 1966c (GV = 1967a); see also Hengel 2004d, 141-54. 

>’ Mark 14.15 = Luke 22.12; cf. John 13.23-25; 21.20. This table custom arose under 
the influence of Hellenistic civilization. 

>8 Fruit with dipping sauce and bitter herbs, even in John 13.26! 

>? Cf. Luke 22.17, 20. 
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from Egypt. This is said to correspond to Jesus’ “words of institution.” 
Another significant feature was (6) the striking up of the Hallel psalms 
at the end,°®’ which found their conclusion with Ps 118. Under the influ- 
ence of the messianically interpreted saying of Ps 118.26: “Blessed be the 
one who comes in the name of the Lord” is, there emerged a little later, 
in connection with Dan 7.13, the prayer cry of the primitive community 
“our Lord, come!” (uaecava 04), which was called out especially at the 
end of the primitive Christian celebrations of the Lord’s Supper.®! When 
(7) Jesus, according to the testimony of Paul in | Cor 11.24 ff., exhorts the 
participants in the meal to celebrate it “in memory of me” and in doing 
so “to proclaim the death of the Lord,” then here the remembrance of the 
suffering and death of Jesus has basically taken the place of the recounting 
remembrance of the Jewish “gospel,” the exodus from Egypt.” The fact 
that a reference to the Passover is no longer made in the meal words of 
Jesus handed down by Paul and Mark is connected to the fact that the sac- 
rificial death and resurrection of Jesus replaced the Passover sacrifice and 
the exodus event, i.e., the fact that the definitive, concluding saving event 
displaced the Old Testament-Jewish type. The fact that the exodus could 
also continue to play a role is shown by the Passover homily of Melito of 
Sardis in the second half of the second century. Moreover, at a relatively 
early point the Lord’s Supper was celebrated on a weekly basis (or even 
more frequently), whereas the Passover meal was celebrated only once 
per year. For this reason, there was no longer room within the framework 
of the words of institutions, which was what especially mattered, for a 
direct reference to the Passover tradition. Finally, (8) it was the festival 
night—in which all Jerusalem reverberated, of which it was said that its 
sound “shattered the roofs” and in which the revelers, made weary by 
extraordinary wine consumption, fell asleep at the end**—on which Jesus 
could be arrested without risk, if one only knew where he was staying 
after the Passover meal.™ A violent attack by the festival pilgrims from 


With 14.26: xal buvnoavtes éEAPoV = Matt 26.30. The conspicuous Markan 
note is grounded in a sensible way only by the Passover meal. By contrast, Luke 22.24- 
38 features a small farewell discourse. The Synoptic accounts of the Passover meal are 
important Jewish sources for the celebration of the meal before the rabbinic tradition in the 
Mishnah and Tosefta of the tractate Pesahim. 

°! First Corinthians 16.22; Did 10.6; cf. Rev 22.20 and 1 Cor 11.26: &you ob €0y. On 
this, see Hengel 2004a, 161-71. 

© On this, cf. the exhortation to remember in Exod 12.14: xal gota1 H Huéoa Duiv 
QUTYH UVNLOOVVoV, and 13.3. 

OS Hengel 2004d, 151.Cf.m. Pesah. 10.8; y. Pesah. 10.8, 37d: it is sometimes assumed 
that all fell asleep. In that case, no one would continue to eat. 

64 Mark correspondingly recounts the sleeping of the disciples in Gethsemane: 14.37, 
40-41. 
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the land, for example from Galilee, was precisely not to be feared on this 
night. They were occupied with other things. On the day of preparation 
for the Passover festival, where the cleansing of the house from leaven 
already began during the night before and the city was full of unrest and 
tense expectation, the situation looked very different. 

Jesus thus held the Passover meal among the circle of the twelve in his 
last night. The betrayer still participated in the meal and left the circle of 
disciples after it—in John, while the meal was still going on.® The words 
of institution: “this is my body” and the word of the blood of the covenant, 
whose original form can no longer be clearly reconstructed since it is dif- 
ferent in Mark 14.24% and 1 Cor 11.25,°’ were probably spoken as inter- 
pretive words in relation to the bread and the cup, the bread word at the 
blessing of the bread before the actual main meal and the cup word per- 
haps over the third cup after the meal.® We are dealing with a “messianic” 
parabolic action of Jesus, with which he gives the fruit of his impending 
sacrificial death, the new covenant with the Father in heaven, to the disci- 
ples and, beyond them, to all.” We have already encountered such “messi- 
anic parabolic actions” of Jesus on multiple occasions. Apparently, Jesus’ 
understanding of his own way into suffering concentrated on this point 
of self-sacrifice. The connection to the atoning self-giving of the servant of 
God in Isa 53.12 probably played the decisive role here. It was joined by 
the reference to the covenant sacrifice of Moses in Exod 24, which was 
followed by the vision of God and the eating and drinking of the elders 
of Israel before God.’° Presumably Jesus wanted, through the sacrifice of 


6 John 13.21-30. The realistic-symbolic Hv 5é vOE has a counterpart in the phrase 
“the night in which (Jesus) was handed over” in 1 Cor 11.23. 

6 Mark 14.24: todtd got TO aiud Lov Tis SiAOhxNs TO ExyUVVOLEVOV UmeO 
TOAA@V: “This is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many.” 

6” First Corinthians 11.25: todto tO moTHOLOV f xatvi) SiaOhxn gotiv év TH EU 
atuwatu: “This cup is the new covenant through my blood.” See also 1 Cor 10.16: “The cup 
of blessing (t6 MOTHOLOV THs EVAOY(as), to which we speak the blessing, is it not fellow- 
ship with the blood of Christ (ovyt xotwwvia éotiv Tod atwatocg tod XoeLotob)?” Cf. 
Ps 116.13: “The cup of salvation.” 

8 Cf. 1 Cor 11.25: peta tO Seumvijoat. 

© Mark 14.24: bxéo mOAA@V. Mark 10.45: AUtOEOV avtl TOAAMV, cf. 1 Tim 2.6: 
0 60UsG EAUTOV AVTIAUTOOV UEC MAVTWV. The saying belongs in the context of the Last 
Supper; cf. Luke 22.27c. Luke 22.19-20, which combines the Pauline words of institution 
with the Markan account and his own tradition, adds to the bread saying (in a manner simi- 
lar to Paul in 1 Cor 11.24) a VaéeE LU@V SiSduEvov and replaces the inclusive TO €xxvV- 
VOLEVOV UMEE TOAAMY (cf. Isa 53.12) of Mark with a tO UméE LLAV ExyuvvopEVOV. In 
Luke Jesus’ giving of himself is related to the community. 

1 Exodus 24.8: “After this Moses took the blood and sprinkled it on the people and 
said: This is the blood of the covenant, which YHWH has made with you.” On the vision 
of God and on the eating and drinking, see Exod 24.10-11. 
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his own life understood as atonement, to break through the power of sin 
and the hardening in Israel, which hindered the advent of the kingdom of 
God. Mark follows the words of institution with an Amen saying, which 
expresses Jesus’ eschatological assurance of the consummation. He will 
no longer drink from the fruit of the vine “until I drink it anew in the 
kingdom of God.’ Here we strike upon historical bedrock. As a com- 
munity formation this saying is meaningless. It also makes clear the origi- 
nally eschatological orientation of the Lord’s Supper. The Passover meal 
of Jesus and the self-giving of the Messiah as servant of God expressed 
in it point to the coming kingdom of God and the revelation of the Son of 
Man that are expected to come soon. In this saying Jesus appears as the 
master of table and host in the future kingdom. This nighttime meal is at 
the same time a forward look to the expected eschatological meal.” This 
parabolic action may have been followed by table conversations, which 
John expands and completely reconfigures.”* Luke 22.24ff. also recounts, 
among other things, such a conversation about the service of Jesus and of 
the disciples: 


But a dispute arose among them as to which of them was the greatest. 
But he said to them: The kings of the Gentiles rule over them, and those 
who exercise power let themselves be called benefactors. But not so you, 
but let the one who is greater among you become as the smaller and the 
leader as a serving slave. .. . lam in your midst as a serving slave.” 


The ransom saying in Mark 10.45 stands in a similar context, though there 
admittedly before the entry into Jerusalem as the conclusion to the public 
teaching of Jesus: 


The Son of Man did not come to be served but to serve and to give his 
life as a ransom for many. 


1 Mark 14.25. Here an allusion is also made to Exod 24.11. In Luke 22.15-18 the motif 
of the oath of renunciation is sounded in vv. 15-16 in relation to the Passover meal. On this, 
see Schwemer 2004, 201 n. 59; 213-14. On Jesus’ future expectation, see section 13.2. 

” On the eschatological meal with respect to Jesus, see section 17.4.1 with note 163. 

® Luke 22.23-38; John 13-17. Cf. also the eschatological &you ob Oy in 1 Cor 11.26, 
and, further, Rev 19.9 and Luke 14.15. 

4 Luke 22.27: éy@ S8 év péow Dudv eip dc O Siaxov@v. It is a typically Lukan 
reserved parallel to Mark 10.45. For the context of the dispute of the disciples and Jesus’ 
answer, see Mark 10.41ff. = Matt 20.24ff. John, who knows Luke, expresses this service 
through the vaddevyua (13.15) of the footwashing. In Luke too it may hint at the “ser- 
vice of the servant of God” and thus the atoning death of Jesus. On this, see Mittmann- 
Richert 2008. See further the doubling of the Urée VUdv in 22.19-20; cf. note 69 above 
and Rom 15.8. 
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It is also preceded there by a dispute among the disciples over rank. Jesus 
could have expressed himself in this way at the Last Supper. It supports 
the authenticity of this saying that it points back to an Aramaic founda- 
tion.” This saying about the service of Jesus through his atoning death 
could be regarded as the legacy of Jesus to his disciples. 

In John, by contrast, the footwashing before the meal points first, 
through the motif of cleansing (13.8-11), indirectly to baptism and, sec- 
ond, to the service of the disciples among one another (13.14-17). After 
the designation of the betrayer, with the motif of the new commandment 
of love (13.34), he resumes this motif and develops from there the cen- 
terpiece of his theology in the following Farewell Discourses. Here Jesus 
reveals himself as the preexistent Son of the Father who through voluntary 
atoning suffering goes to meet his glorification before those who belong 
to him and promises to them the sending of the Spirit-Paraclete, who will 
open up to them in the first place the right understanding of his message. 
It is precisely from this that the Fourth Evangelist gains his far-reaching 
freedom vis-a-vis the historical reality.” 


™ Cf. the Hellenized version in 1 Tim 2.6; see note 69 above. On the whole, see in 
detail Stuhlmacher 2018, 139ff., 146-66 (GV = 1992, 120ff., 129-43). 
1© Frey 1997-2000, III: 104-5. See now also Frey 2018a; 2018b. 


20 


Gethsemane, Arrest, and 
Interrogation of Jesus 


20.1 Gethsemane and Arrest! 


After the singing of the Hallel psalms (Mark 14.26), which concludes 
the Passover meal, Jesus leaves Jerusalem with his disciples, crosses the 
Kidron Valley in the east of the city below the temple,’ and seeks out a 
garden with the name Gethsemane, which was located at the foot of the 
Mount of Olives.* Mark recounts a prayer struggle, in which Jesus finds 
his most intimate disciples, Peter, James, and John*—whom he, separate 
from the others, took with him—sleeping three times. They leave Jesus 
alone in his trial. It is no accident that Mark here, in the only prayer that 
he hands down, has the intimate address to God “’Abba’” appear in his 
mouth.° He knows how to consciously place his emphases. According to 
Mark, for Jesus the way into suffering was indeed not a matter of course; 


Mark 14.32-52 = Luke 22.39-53 = Matt 26.36-56; John 18.1-12. Cf. Feldmeier 1987; 
Brown 1994, I: 246-52. 

? John 18.1 with local knowledge é&fMOev .. . AEA TO yeUGEQoV Tod Kedoedv 
Smov tv “foc, cf. 2 Sam 15.23; 1 Kgs 15.13 and elsewhere (LXX). 

3 Mark 14.32: Te8onpavt (cf. Matt 26.36), “oil press” = gat smini (or “oil valley,” gé’ 
S“mini); see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 307. According to Luke 22.39 Jesus goes, accord- 
ing to his custom, to the Mount of Olives, followed by his disciples. He thus replaces an 
unusual Aramaic designation with a place specification that is common to him. Instead of 
Golgotha, in 23.33 he writes Keaviov “skull.” 

* On this group of three, see Mark 5.37 parr.; 9.2 parr. Cf. also 3.16-17 and 13.3, 
supplemented by Andrew, the brother of Simon Peter; see section 11.6 with note 126. 

> Mark 14.36. According to 14.39 he repeats the prayer: mooonvEATO TOV a’TOV 
MOvov. Cf. Rom 8.15 and Gal 4.6; see the end of section 13.2 and Hengel 2004a. Cf. the 
closeness to the third petition of the Lord’s prayer: Mark 14.36: ov tl €y@ B€AM GAAG TH 
ov. Matt 6.10b: yevnOjtw TO OANA Cov. This prayer form is older than the First Gos- 
pel; see also Luke 22.42: ut) to OEANLA LOV AAG TO COV yivEo8. On Mark 15.34 = Ps 
22.2, see note 82 in chapter 21. Here, the question is whether the Aramaic cry of Jesus is 
to be understood as a prayer. 
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he too had to fight through to it. After all, the possibility of fleeing in the 
night would have still been open to him. He does not use this possibil- 
ity, but he accepts the way assigned to him by the Father. The picture of 
the troubled Jesus in Gethsemane is certainly not a later invention of the 
community, but goes back to painful recollection, in our view, again by 
Peter himself, who later did not conceal his and the disciples’ failure. John 
omitted the whole scene because of its offensiveness. It fits neither in his 
Christology, according to which Jesus in a completely free decision goes 
into death sovereignly and directly, nor in his picture of Jesus’ relationship 
to his disciples.° In a special tradition of the Lukan text, which is already 
handed down in Justin but is missing from many early manuscripts, Jesus’ 
“prayer struggle” (€v Gywviq) is vividly elaborated.’ The struggle of Jesus 
contradicts all later Christian martyr ideology and is bitterly mocked by 
Celsus. Julian the Apostate finds the whole scene to be “pitiful” (G@OAtoc).® 
Heb 5.7-8 knows the same tradition. No ancient hero behaves in this way. 
Here Mark has connected concrete memory of a real event and theological 
interpretation in an artful way. 

The betrayer led the police of the Sanhedrin or the temple guard, 
reinforced by slaves from the high priestly families, especially of Annas 
and Caiaphas, to the place where Jesus was spending the night. A larger 
group of people is in view. It reckons with resistance and is armed.’ The 
disciple of Jesus had agreed on a sign,'° so that his group could iden- 
tify with certainty and arrest the searched for person in the darkness. 
They were interested only in him. Thus, he greets the master with the 
address “Rabbi” and a kiss, “the one whom I will kiss, seize him and lead 
him away securely,’'’ and no one else is arrested—which is, however, 


© A weak intimation of his being troubled is preserved only in John 12.27. Cf. also 
John 10.11, 17-18; 15.13. 

T Luke 22.43-44: An “angel from heaven strengthens him,” and in his prayer struggle 
“his sweat falls like drops of blood onto the earth”; on this, see Metzger 1975, 177. On the 
expanded text, see Justin, Dial. 103.8, 8 DL © W f! M lat sy* and others. Bauer 1967b, 
171, regards a deletion due to its offensiveness as more likely: “How does Jesus look if 
he needs strengthening by an angel!” “The orthodox Christians thus felt compelled to get 
rid of the pericope, which was suited for causing harm.” See also Tuckett 2002. The scene 
is said to correspond to “Luke’s literary strategy of presenting Jesus and Paul in similar 
ways” (144). 

Origen, Cels. 2.9-10, 24, 70; on this, see Cook 2000, 49-50, 297-98; on Julian, see 
p. 297 n. 130. 

? Mark 14.43: SyAOS LETS HAYCLODV nal EbAwv. Cf. V. 48: “as against a robber you 


have come out against me .. .” = Matt 26.47,55. See also the slave of the high priest, Mark 
14.47 parr. 

'0 Mark 14.44: oboonuov; on this, see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 1585; Matt 26.48: 
OonEtov. 


'l Mark 14.44-45 = Matt 26.48-49: cf. Luke 22.48. 
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indeed an pointer to the historicity of the scene. John also omits this. It 
is too offensive for him. Judas, who is possessed by the devil, “the son of 
perdition,”!’ is no longer permitted to kiss the master. John also deletes 
the flight of the disciples.'? Jesus, who according to Mark 14.42 and John 
18.4 went to meet the captors, made it easy for them. He lets himself be 
arrested without resistance. One person from the group of disciples, sur- 
prised, attempts to resist, and cuts off the ear of a high priestly slave with 
his short sword.'* The legend embellished this. In John 18.10, it is Peter 
who struck a blow. John also knows the name of the slave, Malchus.'> In 
Luke 22.49ff., the persons accompanying Jesus (ot meQl AUTOV) still ask: 
“Lord, should we strike with the sword?” One of them does and strikes the 
right ear of the slave, after which Jesus heals the injured man. Matt 26.52'° 
uses the incident for an admonishing saying of Jesus: “put the sword in its 
place, for all who reach for the sword will die by the sword.” In order that 
“the Scripture may be fulfilled,” “this had to happen in this way.” There- 
fore, Jesus deliberately does not make use of divine help.'’ The sword- 
strike episode especially stimulated the narrative and interpretive zeal of 
the evangelist. This tendency to novelistic and paraenetic expansion can 
be observed in the whole passion story from Luke to the Gospel of Peter."® 
Here too the simple Markan account shows itself to be the most reliable. 
This applies to another point: contrary to John’s portrayal, there were 
no Roman troops at the arrest. In addition to the “slaves of the high priests 
and Pharisees,” John also speaks of a cohort’? under the command of a tri- 


» John 17.12; on this, see note 50 in chapter 19. 

'3 Mark 14.50 is concise and precise: xal ddévtes AUTOV EPUYOV mévTES. See, by 
contrast, Jesus’ advocacy for them in John 18.8 as the fulfillment of earlier promises. 

'4 Mark 14.47, cf. Luke 22.49-51; Matt 26.51-54; John 18.10-11.On the “short sword” 
(udyaea), see Pliimacher 1991 (GV = 1981); cf. also the enigmatic eschatological saying 
about the swords in Luke 22.36, 38. 

'S The name occurs especially among Arabians and Nabataeans; see Ilan 2002, 
390-91. The concern could be with a non-Jewish slave. Perhaps this special detail rests 
on tradition after all. 

16 Cf. Rev 13.10. The saying is directed against Jewish Zealotism, which lived on after 
70 CE and led to the Bar Kokhba revolt in 132 CE. See also John 18.36. 

'! Matt 26.53-54. The saying about the “more than twelve legions of angels,” which 
the Father could send at his request, also fends off the accusation of the complete power- 
lessness of the Son of God. On this, see Celsus’ informant in Cook 2000, 149-50, and the 
mocking scene discussed at the end of section 21.1; cf. Ps 91.11-12 and the quotation of 
this verse in the temptation story (Matt 4.6 = Luke 4.10-11); on this, see also John 18.36b. 

'S On this, see Bauer 1967b, 169-243. 

9 John 18.3, 12: omeioa, in the case of auxiliary cohorts of ca. six hundred men. They 
come with “lanterns, torches, and weapons.” 
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bune.” In the case of intervention by Roman soldiers there would certainly 
have been bloodshed: for this we have enough examples in Josephus. The 
presentation of the Fourth Gospel increases the opponents of Jesus accord- 
ing to the motto “the more enemies, the more honor” in a dramatic scene.” 
Due to Jesus’ self-identification “I am he,” the whole army draws back 
and falls to the ground. Only after a second exhortation and the rebuke 
of Peter do they dare to arrest Jesus and bind him. Thus, the presentation 
of John has the divine dignity of Jesus become apparent already at the 
arrest—presumably also in response to a pagan defamation in the style of 
Celsus. In reality the quick arrest of Jesus by the Jewish police authorities 
in the Passover night was not a great problem. The disciples flee without 
offering further resistance: “and all left him and fled.” Only Peter consti- 
tutes an exception and follows “from a distance” into the inner courtyard 
of the high priestly palace and waits with the servants, who have gathered 
around the fire to see how things develop. This whole portrayal is based 
on Petrine tradition. Ever since the church fathers, the strange young man 
in Mark 14.51-52 (special material), who leaves behind his undergarment 
and flees naked, has presented exegetes with an insoluble riddle. We must 
assume that Mark presupposes that his hearers and readers still understood 
the event, indeed, he must have had “a personal interest” in this event or in 
this person.” Of all the hypotheses, a hidden reference to the evangelist or 


?0 John 18.12: ytAtagyoc. The occupying Roman troops in Judaea consisted at the 
core only of five auxiliary cohorts of ca. six hundred men each. It had the character of a 
police troop rather than a powerful garrison. See section 3.1.3 with note 214. Acts 21.31 ff.; 
22.24ff.; 23.10-30 portrays in detail the behavior of the yiAtaeyoc and commander in the 
fortress Antonia, Claudius Lysias, who saves the life of Paul. 

*! John 18.2-12. 

2? Mark 14.50. John omits the flight. Instead Jesus stands protectively before the dis- 
ciples in 18.8: “if you seek me, let these go.” 

3 Wohlenberg 1910, 360; with reference to the hypotheses of the fathers, see also 
Zahn 1907, 217, which references the material parallel in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.40.7. See 
further Lagrange 1966, 367-68: “De toute facon elle provient d’une tradition personelle 
de Marc.” Similarly, Wellhausen 1909, 122: “The teller must have been in the know.” 
Lohmeyer 1963, 324: This “meaningless” scene is meant “to call to mind an eyewitness 
of the arrest of Jesus,” and this only makes sense if one still knew who he was. To be sure, 
Brown 1994, I: 294-304, rejects with the greatest sharpness every attempt at identification 
“with a real person” as “imaginative flights of fancy” (299), but interpretations of him as “a 
symbolic figure” (299ff.) or his own allegorical-edifying proposal are even more ‘fanciful.’ 
The reference to Amos 2.16 (11) is just as little helpful as the relation to the—in our view, 
forged—Secret Gospel of Mark, in which the forger shows a very special “personal inter- 
est” precisely in this scene (295). How should the first hearers have read such eccentricities 
out of the text? Bauckham 2017, 197—200, regards the identification as “redundant,” since 
Papias emphasizes that the author of the Second Gospel was not a personal disciple and 
hearer of Jesus. 
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to an anonymous eyewitness, who was still known to the evangelist, still 
appears most plausible.” 

In the case of an intervention of the Roman cohort, it would hardly 
have been comprehensible why Jesus was not immediately led to the prae- 
torium of the prefect, but first taken to the high priestly palace,*? which 
was presumably located on the eastern descent of the western hill above 
the Tyropoeon Valley facing the temple. This means, however, that the 
arrest of Jesus was not initiated by the Roman authorities but by the Jewish 
leaders and took place with the help of the temple police. What mattered to 
the hierarchs was to arrest Jesus alone and to avoid any further shedding 
of blood, for this would have only made them hated in the eyes of many 
festival pilgrims. The closest parallel is the prophet of doom Jesus son of 
Ananias. He too was first arrested by the Jewish authorities and punished 
with beatings and was brought before the procurator Albinus only when 
the members of the Sanhedrin had accomplished nothing.”° 


20.2 Jesus’ Hearing before the Sanhedrin 


20.2.1 The Clan of Annas and the 
Jewish Capital Punishment Jurisdiction?’ 


After the transformation of Judaea into a Roman province until King 
Agrippa I took power, i.e., 6-41 CE, the high priestly office was—with 
the agreement of the respective prefect, of course—with two very brief 
exceptions in the hands of the family of Annas. Annas, son of Sethi, the 
family head, was high priest between 6 and 15 CE. Josephus stresses that 
his five sons also held the high priestly office,?* which was possible only 
through the favor of the ruling power. Also after his time of office, he was 


*4 This view is often advocated in the older exegesis. See B. Weiss 1901, 222-23; 
Zahn 1907, 248-50; V. Taylor 1966, 561-62. Bauckham 2017, 197-201, hypothesizes an 
eyewitness whom the evangelist does not name out of consideration. 

5 Mark 14.54: 7 aval tod coyeoéme; John 18.13: mod¢ Avvav moa@tov, v. 24: 
Teds Kaiddav tov Hexlegéa. 

aS Josephus, J.W. 6.300-—309; see section 3.1.7 with note 433 and section 20.2.2 with 
note 50. 

77 Teremias 1969a, 382 index, s.v. “high priest,” and 381 index, s.v. “Caiaphas” (GV 
= 1969b, 421 index, s.v. “Hohepriester,” and 422 index, s.v. “Kaiaphas”); Sherwin- White 
1963, ch. 1-2; Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 368-69; II: 199ff., 218ff.; Blinzler 1969, 129ff., 
216-44; Betz 1982, 568ff.; Brown 1994; Theissen/Merz 1998, 455-65 (GV = 1997, 
399-407); Hengel 1999b, 322-44. 

8 Josephus, Ant. 20.197-198. See the list of high priests in Schiirer 1973-1987, IL: 
229-32, with Caiaphas under nr. 14. Twenty-six names are listed there between Herod 
(40-4 BCE) and 65 CE. 
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the éminence grise who pulled the strings in the background. His son-in- 
law”? Joseph Caiaphas had the longest time in office by far, between 18 
and 37 CE. He must have had a very good relationship with Pilate, since 
he was in office during the entire rule (26-36 CE) of the prefect. The 
family of Annas thus controlled what happened in the temple, indeed in 
Jerusalem. Through the trade of sacrificial animals and the changing of 
money they received a lot of revenue, which they could use, in turn, to 
secure their hegemony. The issuance of the high priestly vestments, which 
were kept by the Romans in the fortress of Antonia,*° presumably had to 
be obtained from the prefects each year with new payments. In total Jose- 
phus mentions only seven high priests between 6 and 41 CE, five of whom 
come from the clan of Annas. Later the high priest changed more rapidly. 
Altogether we know the names of eighteen high priests during the time 
of the prefects or procurators between 6 and 70 CE, of whom seven came 
from the family of Annas. 

It is very likely that the action against Jesus proceeded from the offi- 
ciating high priest and his father-in-law. In John 11.49-50 the decisive 
word against Jesus is spoken by Caiaphas himself.*' In the Sanhedrin, the 
Pharisees, represented by a number of scribes, were only a minority, but 
they too would have predominantly been opponents of the Galilean mes- 
sianic pretender Jesus and his message. The criminal law that was in force 
in the Sanhedrin was not yet the pharisaic-rabbinic, as it finds expression 
after 200 CE in the tractate Sanhedrin of the Mishnah, but the priestly 
Sadducean, concerning which Josephus emphasizes that it was stricter 
than the Pharisaic.** The reason for this was that the judicial decisions 
of the Sadducees were made according to the letter of the Torah, and they 
rejected the oral halakah of the Pharisees, which alleviated the criminal 
law. We do not know any details about the Sadducean criminal law. The 
often repeated objection that in cases involving the death penalty, the San- 
hedrin, according to the Mishnah tractate Sanhedrin, was not permitted to 
have nightly sessions, is thus just as invalid as the view that the confes- 
sion of Jesus in Mark 14.62 does not constitute blasphemy, with the ratio- 
nale that, according to later Pharisaic opinion, only the pronouncement 
of the forbidden name of God YHWH, 1.e., the tetragrammaton, may be 


?° We learn this fact only through John 18.13. This also explains why he is mentioned 
together with Annas, e.g., in Luke 3.2 (cf. Acts 4.6). On his person, see Hengel 1999b, 
322-34. See also Horbury 1994a. 

3° cf. Josephus, Ant. 18.90, 95; 20.12. 

3! On this, see section 19.2 with note 42. 

>? Josephus, Ant. 20.199. 
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prosecuted as blasephemy with death.*? After the excesses of the Jewish 
War in 66-70 CE and especially of the Bar Kokhba revolt in 132-136 CE, 
the rabbinic teachers endeavored to limit the possibility of applying the 
death penalty, with their right to capital punishment being largely academ- 
ically abstract, especially since the governor had the last word. Since we 
do not know the more severe Sadducean criminal law, we can say nothing 
further about the possibility or impossibility and the legality of an assem- 
bly of the council in the second half of the Passover night. 

After the transformation of Judaea into a Roman province in 6 CE, a 
Roman prefect** from the equestrian class replaced the Jewish king or eth- 
narch, i.e., Herod and his son Archelaus. This equestrian prefect usually 
had to manage unruly peripheral provinces. They usually came from the 
military track and did not stem from the Senate nobility. Their main task 
was to maintain Roman rule in the province with military-police measures. 
The right to sentence someone to death and to carry it out, which the king 
previously held, now passed to the prefects. Regarding such restrictions 
of the local right to capital punishment we possess some reports from the 
Greek cities of Cyrenaica at the time of Augustus.* The local courts con- 
tinued to be responsible for less severe cases. The prefect,*° as the high- 
est Roman official, could of course take cases for himself as he wished. 
In the proceedings against Paul, who was accused of defiling the temple, 
the procurators Felix and Festus were forced to make a decision since 
Paul was said to be a Roman citizen. It remains controversial whether the 
Sanhedrin in Jerusalem, as the highest judicial court, possessed the right 
to sentence people to death, which the prefect would then have to confirm 
before the sentence was carried out, or whether from the outset all capital 
cases had to be transferred to the prefect and with regard to a crime worthy 


33 See Bill. I: 1008ff.; Blinzler 1969, 216-29; Bock 1998; according to Josephus, Ag. 
Ap. 2.194, the abuse of the high priest represented a form of blasphemy, which had to be 
punished with death; see Schwemer 2001c, 150 n. 82; see note 57 below. 

34 This was the official title according to the Pilate inscription from Caesarea (see note 
94 in chapter 3) in analogy to the equestrian praefectus of Egypt, who was also appointed 
by the emperor. The title was procurator only from the time of Claudius, who sent freed- 
men to Judaea for the first time. We therefore find this designation in Tacitus. Cf. Ann. 
15.44.3 (incorrectly with regard to Pilate) and 12.54.4 (rightly for Felix and Cumanus). 
Luke and Matthew mostly give Pilate, Felix, and Festus the title yyeumv: Luke 20.20; cf. 
3.1: Hyepovebovtog Tovtiov Wtdtov tig Tovdatacs, Matt 27.2 and elsewhere; Acts 
23.24; 24.1 and elsewhere. For the provincial governor with senatorial rank Luke other- 
wise has avOumnatoc: Acts 13.7-8; 18.12; cf., however, 1 Pet 2.14 and Luke 2.2. 

35 Sherwin-White 1963, 2,5, 15-17 and elsewhere; see 199 index; text of the edicts 
7/6 BCE and 4 CE in Ehrenberg/Jones 1949, 139-43 nr. 311. 

36 Cf. Acts 23.33ff.; 24.1-27.32. On this, see further section 21.1.1. 
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of death only accusations before him could be made. Presumably the latter 
was the case. 

John 18.12ff. probably contains a correction of the Markan account 
in 14.53ff. that must be taken seriously. According to John, Jesus, after 
his arrest, was not immediately led before the Sanhedrin, but first (me0c¢ 
AVvvav O@tOV) taken to a nightly hearing before the especially influen- 
tial Annas. This probably bridged the period of time that was needed to 
inform the members of the council of Jesus’ arrest and gather them, as far 
as they were within reach and could be addressed at all during the Pass- 
over night. Accordingly, in John the denial of Peter occurs in the palace 
of Annas (18.15-18, 25-27). From the hearing he recounts only a dramatic 
episode. The high priest asks Jesus about his disciples and his teaching. 
Jesus answers that he has publicly “taught in synagogue and in the temple 
where all the Jews come together” (John 18.20; see also Mark 14.49); he 
can therefore ask the hearers. Due to this frank answer one of the attendants 
of the court strikes Jesus in the face: “Do you thus answer the high priest?” 
Jesus defends himself: “If I have spoken wrongly, bear witness about the 
wrong, but if I have spoken rightly, why do you strike me?” (18.19-23). 
With this realistic scene John expresses the sovereignty of Jesus vis-a-vis 
the high priest. At the same time, he replaces the disgraceful mocking scene 
of the Synoptics. The Johannine Jesus forfeits nothing of his majesty in it. 

By contrast, Mark reports plerophorically that al/ the high priests, 
elders, and scribes came together and “the high priests and the whole San- 
hedrin were seeking testimony against Jesus in order to kill him.”’’ In 
reality, we do not know anything in detail about the extent and exact com- 
position of the council in the Passover night.** It was presumably ruled 
predominantly by the partisans of Annas and Caiaphas. The distinction 
between a mere hearing and a formal court session is also difficult due 
to the partly divergent accounts of the Gospels. After all, even if no real 
sentence of death was issued,*’ for them to hand him over to the prefect 
the resolution of a council concerning the points of accusation was 


37 Mark 14.53, 55. 

38 On this, cf. J osephus, Ant. 20.200: After the death of Festus, while the new procura- 
tor Albinus travels, Annas II calls together a “juridical council” (xaO(Cet ouvédeLov) in 
order to have James, the brother of the Lord, and other Jewish Christians condemned to 
death through stoning. Luke 22.66 (cf. Acts 22.5) speaks of the meeoPutéetov and uses 
there ovvédeLov in the sense of “advisory council.” John has the key word only in 11.47 
in the same sense as Luke and Josephus. 

3° Thus Luke 22.66-23.1 and John 18.19-24, 28. In Mark there is also no talk of a 
clear legally executed sentence of death. Mark 14.64 reproduces in the first instance only 
a “general opinion”: ti buiv paivetat. The unanimous judgment: évoyov civat Davatov 
could be translated: “He has merited death.” See Schwemer 2001c, 151 ff. 
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nevertheless necessary in order to give this weight. One had to be in agree- 
ment about which crime Jesus could be charged with before the prefect. 
The grounded accusation that Jesus was a messianic pretender and agitator 
practically amounted to a sentence of death. 

This concluding resolution presumably occurred after the hearing 
before Annas not too long before the break of day before Caiaphas. Mark 
probably joins together two events, which John rightly separates, namely 
hearing and resolution, into one, and upgrades the council to “the whole 
Sanhedrin.” He does not mention the name of the high priest who con- 
ducted the proceedings. Caiaphas occurs first in Matthew and John. In 
Luke he is also, together with Annas, not unknown.”’ During the hearing“! 
before Annas, the council presumably came together before Caiaphas. 
While John only recounts that Jesus, after the interrogation by Annas, was 
led to Caiaphas and then from there to Pilate in the Praetortum,” Mark and 
Matthew provide a more detailed portrayal of the proceedings before the 
officiating high priest, whereas Luke, in his shorter account, omits the role 
of the high priest entirely and has Jesus be confronted in the early morning 
directly with the members of the council of the “high priests and scribes.” 
Here he presumably follows in his passion story a source of his own in 
addition to Mark.* In John one has the impression that he presupposes the 
Markan account and at the same time seeks to correct or supplement it. 
Luke also consciously deviates from the Markan account, while Matthew, 
supplemented by legendary expansions, follows it faithfully. 


20.2.2 The Account of the Proceedings 


The purpose of the proceeding before the Sanhedrin was to find points of 
accusation against Jesus, which would justify handing him over to Pilate 
in connection with a charge that was worthy of death—and this meant at 


40 Matt 26.57; John 18.24; Luke 3.2 and Acts 4.6 mention the two names of Annas and 
Caiaphas next to each other. Otherwise, Luke usually speaks in the plural of Goytegeic. 
The singular appears only in Luke 22.50, 54: the “house of the high priest.” 

“1 According to Mark and Matthew, the proceedings drag on into the night. Accord- 
ing to Luke 22.66, the “assembly of the elders” occurs only at the break of day. He prob- 
ably presupposes here the usual ancient legal convention of the court session in the early 
morning. 

* John 18.24, 28. 

43 Tn Luke 22.54 Jesus is led into “the house of the high priest,’ where Peter denies 
him. According to 22.66-71, the “council of elders of the people” (t6 moeoPuTEéQLOV TOD 
haov) assembles at daybreak, and they lead him into their “council” (gic TO OVVESELOV 
QavUtavV) and collectively ask Jesus the Messiah question. In response to Jesus’ Messiah 
confession, they again react together. They do not need any other witness. What Jesus 
himself says is sufficient to accuse him before Pilate. 
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the same time a political one. The messianic pretender from Galilee who 
appeared dangerous—and he alone—had to be rendered harmless. This 
resoluteness is understandable. They regarded him as a danger for their 
own dominant position, for the temple, and for the holy city, indeed for the 
whole Jewish population of the province of Judaea.“* 

Mark emphasizes two themes here. First, he highlights the saying 
against the temple:* “TI will tear down this temple, which is made with 
hands, and in three days build another, which is not made with hands.” It is 
spoken by witnesses who for the evangelist are false witnesses, since their 
witness does not agree in detail. The witnesses had, as often in ancient law, 
the role of the accuser. This feature of the dissonance in the questioning of 
witnesses could in particular—against the tendency of Mark, who speaks 
of false witnesses—be a pointer to the fact that there was an attempt in a 
relatively fair procedure to get to the bottom of the truth. The questioning 
of witnesses had to be made separately, and the stipulations about this 
were, at least according to rabbinic law, strict.“ According to John 2.19, 
Jesus spoke such a temple saying in connection with the cleansing of the 
temple. One should probably interpret it originally as a messianic polemi- 
cal saying: the dawning of the kingdom of God signifies the end of the 
continually misused temple in Jerusalem and its cult.*’ The Johannine ver- 
sion formulates the saying as an imperative: “Tear down this temple and 
in three days | will raise it up” and interprets this in a post-Easter manner 
as a reference to Jesus’ death and resurrection. It can hardly be doubted 
that Jesus spoke a comparably critical saying about the temple. It also 
plays a role in the proceedings against Stephen, where Luke introduces 
it. Stephen is to have said: “Jesus the Nazarene will destroy this place.” 
The later community probably regarded the death of Jesus in Mark 15.37 
as the sign of the fulfillment of this threat saying, expressed through the 
tearing of the curtain in 15.38; this means that the Holy of Holies has 
opened itself. Through Jesus’ death the temple and its sacrificial cult have 
become obsolete. The Holy of Holies as the place of the presence of God is 


“4 John 11.47-50; cf. 19.12; Mark 12.13ff.; Luke 23.2. 

*° Mark 14.58. 

46 On this, see Bill. I: 1001-3: “if the two witnesses contradict themselves . . . then 
their witness was invalid.” See also Susanna and the false accusation of the two elders, 
which is unmasked by Daniel (Dan 13.51ff.); see further the two early Pharisaic teachers 
Yehuda b. Tabai and Simeon b. Shetach on the impartiality in the administration of justice 
and the thoroughness of the (separated) hearing of witnesses in m. ‘Abot 1.8—9. 

47 Cf. already Mark 11.17 as well as 13.1-2. On this, cf. Adna 2000, 381-87; see 
further 482 index on Mark 11.17. See the end of section 18.3. 

48 Acts 6.14. By contrast, Luke omits this whole temple question in the account of the 
proceedings and brings it in later as a—false—accusation in relation to Stephen. In his love 
for the temple he regards such a saying in the mouth of Jesus to be inappropriate. 
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profaned and no longer exists. The crucified and risen one mediates access 
to God and his heavenly sanctuary and thus to eschatological salvation.” 

Apparently, however, this saying about the temple and Jerusalem 
was just as inadequate for a handing over and accusation before Pilate 
as was the case later with the ecstatic prophecy of Jesus, son of Ananias, 
against the temple and Jerusalem, who for this very thing was, after all, 
not condemned to death but rather flogged and set free again by the procu- 
rator.°° As O. Betz has shown,*' behind the temple saying probably stands 
the messianically interpreted Nathan prophecy in 2 Sam 7.13-14, where 
it is said of David’s and God’s son, 1.e., according to Jewish exegesis, 
of the Messiah: “He will build a house for my name, and I will establish 
the throne of his kingdom forever. I will be to him a father, and he will 
be to me a son.” This means, however, that in this hearing the concern is 
ultimately with the messiahship of Jesus. The “new temple” embodies the 
perfect presence of God and fellowship with God mediated through the 
Messiah in the eschatological “true Israel.” 

The second theme which Mark emphasizes is that it is only consistent 
that the high priest finally, in Mark in dramatic form,” poses as the last 
possibility the messianic question “Are you the anointed one, the Son of 
the Blessed?’ Jesus answers with a clear “I am he” (€y@ eipw)* and with 
the judgment saying “you (the members of the Sanhedrin) will see the 
Son of Man at the right hand of the Power and coming with the clouds of 
heaven.” The original form of this answer, which is based on a linking 


Cf. the key word mooowymyn: Eph 2.18; 3.12; Rom 5.2 and esp. Heb 4.16, etc. 
Later Jewish Christians in Palestine and Syria, the so-called “Ebionites,” also rejected 
the sacrificial cult. This aversion is probably older and could apply to at least parts of the 
Jewish Christianity in Jerusalem already in the first century CE. See Strecker 1959, 495. 

>° See section 3.1.7 with note 33 and section 19.2 with notes 40-41. 

>! Betz 1991, 101-5; see also Betz 1987, 154ff.; Schwemer 2001c, 144ff. 

>? Mark 14.61-62; Matt 26.63-64, which is dependent on Mark. 

3 Mark 14.61: Xv et 6 YoLOTO 6 Vids TOD eEvAOYYTOD; Note the periphrasis of the 
name of God with 0 evAoyntoéc, hab-bariikh or ham-mebérakh (m. Ber. 7.3). Matthew 
26.63 turns the question of the high priest into an adjuration: €F0eu(Tm of xaTta tod 
Oeob. Through this Jesus’ answer receives “the meaning of an explanation under oath,” 
Bill. I: 1006. 

4 The answers in Matt 26.64 and Luke 22.70 are also to be understood as unequivo- 
cally positive. In our view, this also applies to the answers in relation to Pilate; see section 
20,02, 

>> Mark 14.62 = Matt 26.64. The Lukan version (22.66-71) differs significantly and is 
clearly secondary vis-a-vis the Markan version. Luke has the members of the Sanhedrin ask 
twice: first whether he is the Messiah (v. 67) and then about his divine sonship (v. 70). In 
Jesus’ answer to the first question he restricts himself to the future exaltation of the Son of 
Man “at the right hand of God” and omits the seeing and coming on the clouds of heaven, 
i.e., he eliminates the apocalyptic future statement of Dan 7.13 and relates Jesus’ statement 
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of Ps 110.1 and Dan 7.13, can just as little be reconstructed in detail as 
the words of institution at the Last Supper. It is, however, also not sim- 
ply a free “christological construction” of the evangelist. The two texts, Ps 
110.1 and Dan 7.13, were related to each other in the Jerusalem primitive 
community already at a very early date. They are fundamental for the earliest 
Christology. The one exalted to the right hand of God is the one who comes 
as judge and savior.°° A self-statement of Jesus about his identity with the 
coming Son of Man-judge that went in this direction and at at the same time 
unveiled the messianic secret probably provoked the verdict against him or the 
resolution to hand him over. Such an authoritative saying may have appeared 
blasphemous to the members of the Sanhedrin, for example because of the 
sitting at the right hand of God or because of the “disobedience” vis-a-vis the 
high priest;°’ however (against Mark and Matthew and with Luke and John), 
a formal sentence of death due to blasphemy was not issued by the council. 
In the further course of the hearing the “blasphemy” no longer plays a 
role at all. The concern is only with what is suddenly now a question about a 
politically interpreted Messiah, whether Jesus is the “king of the Jews.” The 
prefect was not interested in questions of the law and the temple.** As the 
basis of the hearing against Jesus before the Sanhedrin A. Strobel” points 
to texts of the Torah such as Deut 13.6ff. and 17.8ff., which speak of the 
condemnation of the deceiver and of false prophets who lead the people to 
apostasy. This would correspond to the later Jewish accusations in b. Sanh. 
43a, in Justin, and in Celsus.™ Vis-a-vis the prefect, by contrast, the politi- 
cal accusation was made that Jesus wanted to be “king of the Jews.” This 


to the resurrection. In response to the second question he answers: Upeic A€éyete OTL EY 
eipu (Luke 22.70). With this the eschatological edge is taken from Jesus’ confession. 

© The motif of seeing the coming one is already found in the sayings tradition (Luke 
13.35 = Matt 23.39) in connection with Ps 118.26; cf. 1 John 3.2; Rev 1.7; Barn 7.9-10; 
on this, see section 19.4. 

>” In our view, Jesus could have pointed to Ps 110.1 and his messianic significance 
already in the controversy dialogues in Jerusalem in Mark 12.35-37. See chapter 18 with 
note 95. For the question of blasphemy, see Bock 1998 and Schwemer 2001c, 149ff. on the 
blasphemy against the high priest with references to the relevant attestations in Josephus, 
Ant. 13.293-296; Ag. Ap. 2.187, 194, 217. 

8 Cf. Gallio in Corinth in Acts 18.14-15; Pilate in John 18.31: “take him and judge 
him according to your law”; 19.6. 

>” Strobel 1980, 81 ff. 

6° On Jesus as “deceiver of the people,” see Hengel 1981b, 40-42 (GV = 1968b, 
44-45; 2007b, 81-82); cf. Matt 27.63-64: mhavoc/tAGvn; John 7.12: tava tov 6YAOV 
and 7.47; see further Justin, Dial. 69.7: Kaomévov; 108.2: Tnoot twos TadtAatou mAG- 
vov ...; Origen, Cels. 1.68ff.: tatbta OeopiGod<s Hv tivos xai LOxONEOD yOntos (71); 
Cf. also Cook 2000, 35-39. In b. Sanh. 43a Jesus is condemned by the Jewish court to ston- 
ing and hanging of the corpse “because he practiced magic, deceived, and led Israel astray 
(to idolatry). On this, see Schafer 2007, 63-74. 
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reinterpretation ensured a securely effective accusation, compelling the pre- 
fect, according to human judgment, to impose a death sentence. The much- 
disputed nightly session of the high priestly council with preceeding hearing 
and following resolution to hand him over was necessary because, accord- 
ing to Roman legal convention, court was held in the morning at daybreak 
and Jesus had to be handed over at this time to the prefect.° 

Against the historicity of the account about the hearing before the high 
priest and his council it is often objected that one could know nothing 
about this, since no eyewitnesses from the followers of Jesus were present. 
Apart from the question of the “noble councillor’ Joseph of Arimathea® 
and the fact that Peter had dared to proceed into the lion’s den, i.e., into 
the court of the high priestly palace,® the execution of Jesus at the Pass- 
over festival in 30 CE was surely the conversation of the day in Jerusa- 
lem and over the further course of the festival.°* One could also point to 
the unnamed disciple in John 18.15, who got Peter access into the inner 
courtyard.© Moreover, it is significant that the accusations against Jesus 
as a criminal deceiver of the people and his handing over to the Roman 
judiciary were constantly present in the next thirty years until the ston- 
ing of his brother James together with other Jewish Christians as “law- 
breakers” in ca. 62 CE at the instigation of Annas II. In order to justify 
themselves, the clan of Annas and the members of the Sanhedrin had to 
ground his handing over and execution time and again as just and neces- 
sary: Jesus was, as a messianic pretender, also a false prophet, deceiver of 
the people, and blasphemer. The document of indictment and the resolu- 
tion to hand him over were available in the high priestly archive, and their 
content probably also played a role in the multiple actions of the members 
of the Sanhedrin, of King Agrippa I, and of Annas IT against the Jewish 
Christians in Jerusalem. The persecution “of the communities in Judaea,” 
which Paul mentions in First Thessalonians 2.14-15, received its ultimate 
justification through the accusation of the Sanhedrin against Jesus, the 
deceiver of the people.®’ The Jewish Christians could appear as criminals 
to their opponents in the hierarchy because their master had already been 


6! Blinzler 1969, 255, with reference to Sherwin-White. 

© Mark 15.43: evoynwwv BovAevtijc; see note 92 in chapter 21. 

63 Are we to think that Peter and with him the whole community did not have had a 
burning interest in these events also after Easter? 

6 Luke 24.18; cf. Acts 2.22; 10.37. 

®° On this, see Hengel 1993a, 322 (ET = 1989a, 132); see also below. 

Oe Josephus, Ant. 20.200ff.; see section 3.1.5 with notes 344—46. 

°’ The grounding of the controversial statement of 1 Thess 2.15 also presumably lies 
here: xai tov xVELOV GOxTEWAVIMV Tnoobv xai tots meodhtas; cf. Luke 13.34 = 
Matt 23.37. On this, see Schwemer 2005. 
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one. The Stephen story shows how points of accusation against Jesus were 
transferred to Christians. The execution of Jesus is also connected with the 
condemnation of his disciples in b. Sanh. 43a. 

It is plausible that Jesus, after the resolution was made, was struck and 
mocked as a messianic false prophet® by his guards—the police of the 
Sanhedrin or the high priestly slaves. His claim is satirized. In ancient 
judicial practice it would be strange if this had not been the case. It is 
all the more certain that we stand upon historical ground in the case of 
the denial of Peter in the courtyard of the high priestly palace before the 
cock crow which announced the morning. Like the Gethsemane story, it 
probably goes back to Peter himself. Mark has integrated this episode in a 
narratively skilled way into the interrogation scene and thus pointed out 
a sharp contrast between the confession of Jesus and the failure of the 
leading disciple.”’ In our view it is absurd to regard this as a later com- 
munity polemic against Peter due to his inconstancy. It is possible—thus 
John—that an unnamed disciple,’' who was known to the high priest, got 
Peter access to the courtyard of the palace. This information may go back 
to a tradent to whom we also owe other motifs and local traditions in 
the Johannine passion story that are to be taken seriously, for example, the 
footwashing, the Kidron Valley, the hearing before Annas, the reference 
to the place of the condemnation of Jesus, and others.’ We believe that 
the author of the Fourth Gospel, who is himself from Jerusalem, while 
being so free with regard to historical questions elsewhere, has, despite 
all tendencies to “christologically intensify” the events, brought in good 
individual traditions at multiple points here. 


68 Mark 14.65; Luke 22.63 and—also influenced by Luke—Matt 26.67. 

® See Schwemer 2001Ic, 153-54. 

1 Luke 22.60-61 intensifies the drama of the story: while Peter is still speaking, the 
cock crows, “and the Lord turned and looked at Peter.” 

7! John 18.15ff. He could be identical with the Beloved Disciple. The concern may be 
with the later author of the Fourth Gospel, the Presbyter John. On this, see Hengel 1993a, 
215-16, 309, 314, 321-325 (ET = 1989a, 78-79, 124-35). See also note 65 above. 

? John 19.13: ALWbdotoMtov/laBBa0a: presumably a place plastered with stones on 
the eastern side of the palace of Herod turned toward the city in the western part of the city. 
On the historicity of Johannine tradition, see Hengel 1999b, 293-334. 
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The Crucified Messiah 


21.1 The Hearing before Pilate 


21.1.1 The Handing over to the Prefect and the Trial! 


Right at daybreak the members of the Sanhedrin handed over Jesus to 
Pilate with the accusation that he was a messianic agitator’ and thus also 
a rebel against Roman rule,’ presumably with a short, written accusa- 
tion, which was based on a resolution of the council. In this way the case 
became for the prefect a capital case from the outset in which it was a mat- 
ter of life or death. The disputed phrase ovuBovALOV MoLnoavtEc? is not a 
reference to a second, special morning session of the Sanhedrin, nor does 
it point to a simpler form of the older passion story. Rather, it is simply 
a redactional connection to Mark 14.65 and means in this context: “they 
made a resolution (namely, to hand over Jesus to Pilate).” After all, Jesus, 
son of Ananias, whom we have mentioned multiple times, was similarly 
handed over to Albinus as troublemaker after a preceding court session 


' Bickerman 1935 = 1986, 82-138. This fundamental study deserves greater atten- 
tion. See the postscript of the great Jewish author shortly before his death on p. 138: “Les 
exégeétes recueillent avec soin de mon article les données qui confirment, ou semblent 
confirmer, leurs vues personnelles, et négligent ce qu’infirme leurs hypotheses, mais on 
évite de comprendre la legon de méthode.” See esp. his judgment on Mark (pp. 104-5) in 
comparison with Luke and Matthew, which agrees with the judgment of Mommsen (see 
note 8 in chapter 19). See further Sherwin-White 1963, 1-47, 186ff., 194ff.; Blinzler 1969, 
245-83: Dunn 2003b, 628-34, 765-824; Schwemer 2001c, 154—57. 

* Mark 15.1 = Matt 27.1; cf. Luke 22.66—23.1; John 18.28. 

3 Luke 23.2; cf. John 18.29-37; 19.12; Acts 17.7. 

4 Mark 15.1: ovpBovAtov moujoavtec. The reading ovupBobALov ETOLLGOAVTES Cor- 
rectly interprets it in the sense of “to make a resolution”; see Metzger 1975, 117: a Lati- 
nism, Vulg.: consilium facientes, Vetus Lat.: consilium fecerunt. On the word meaning, see 
Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 1552. 
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with hearing and punitive beating.” Thus, the handing over with written 
accusation introduced the trial before the prefect. During the great festival, 
when he visited Jerusalem, he probably did not have his headquarters, as 
some have hypothesized, in the fortress of Antonia or in the Hasmonean 
palace, but in the strongly fortified Herodian castle in the northwest of the 
city. The praetorium, the casern of part of the occupying cohorts and of 
other troops that he had brought from Caesarea, was there. When Pilate 
arrived in Jerusalem, presumably accompanied by a cohort, is unknown to 
us, as is the duration of his stay. It could have been very short. 

The imperium given to the prefect by the emperor encompassed in the 
province entrusted to him the highest military legal and financial position, 
1.e., he held there in the place of the emperor the highest power to govern. 
In relation to the provincials, the peregrini, his legal authority was practi- 
cally unrestricted. He could issue sentences of death against them already 
on the basis of his commission to uphold public order, his simple policing 
power (coercitio).’ There was no fixed arrangement for trials. He largely 
had a free hand here. 

In contrast to this stood the more detailed cognitio trial procedure, 
which was applied, for example, to Roman citizens and therefore also to 
Paul.® Here the presupposition was a proper accusation by an accuser, who 
had to bring the criminal to court or, if he was already in prison, to appear 
personally and publicly support the written accusation. As in Jewish law 
there was no “state prosecutor” in Roman law. Even in cases of official 
crimes it usually depended on private accusers. In the most difficult cases 
the judge consulted with a consilium of associate judges of his choosing. 
Unfortunately, we possess only very few descriptions of trial proceedings 
in the provinces against provincials. The later trials of Christians are espe- 
cially instructive, for example the letter of Pliny the Younger to Trajan 
and Trajan’s answer (Ep. 10.96, 97), and the martyr acts starting with the 
martyrdom of Polycarp in Smyrna. In the case of peregrini the prefect 
could decide relatively quickly due to his policing power. In clear contrast 
to this stands the roughly five-year trial of Paul, who was a Roman citizen, 


> Josephus, J.W. 6.302-305: oi Goyovtes . . . AVOYOVOW aAdTOV emt TOV TAK 
‘Pouatots émaeyov (303). See section 3.1.7 with note 433, section 20.2.2 with note 50, 
and section 21.1 with note 26. 

© Mark 15.16 = Matt 27.27; John 18.28, 33. On this, see Dormeyer 2001. 

7 Thus, Trajan to Pliny (Ep. 10.78): si qui autem se contra disciplinam meam ges- 
serint statim coerceantur (“If some offend against my order, they should be punished 
immediately”). 

8 Acts 22.25ff.; 23.16-35; 24-26. Sherwin-White 1963, 13-30, 48-70; Barrett 
1994/1998, II: 1047ff., 1075, 1088-74; Tajra 1989. 
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appealed to Caesar, and was transferred to Rome!’ After the procurator 
Felix had protracted the trial and his successor Festus wanted to move it 
to Jerusalem, Paul appealed to Caesar. After consulting with his council, 
Festus granted this appeal.'° 

By contrast, a decision about the accusation against Jesus was made 
relatively quickly without consultation with associates and other legal 
efforts. The trial took place in the relatively free form of a cognitio extra 
ordinem'! with written accusation, oral hearing of the accused and the 
accusers, and concluding judgment. In complete contrast to the politi- 
cal trials among modern dictators, it was usually public, 1.e., conducted 
before the eyes of observers. The accusers presented their delatio, and 
the prefect functioned as an individual judge—thus Pilate against the per- 
egrinus Jesus—but could also draw on an advisory council. The accused 
had to defend himself. If he remained silent, this could amount to a con- 
fession of guilt. If he confessed, then he already passed the sentence on 
himself: confessus pro iudicato habetur, “the one who confesses is treated 
as condemned.”’”” This principle goes back as far as the law of the Twelve 
Tables. The judgment was made in individual proceedings, 1.e., without 
consilium, secundum arbitrium iudicantis,'* “according to the discretion 


? Ca. 50-62. The trial against Paul extended from about two and a half years before 
the festival of weeks in 57 CE to the autumn of 59 CE in Caesarea and continued, after the 
arrival of the accused in Rome in the spring of 60 CE, for another two years. It remains 
controversial whether the apostle was then executed or whether he initially got free, trav- 
eled to Spain (Rom 15.24), and was only then beheaded in connection with the Neronic 
persecution, which is more likely in our judgment. See 1 Clem. 5.4—7; Dionysius of Corinth 
in ca. 170 CE: Peter and Paul are said to have suffered martyrdom at the same time in Italy, 
apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.25.8; Mur. frag. 38-39. Mark 13.10; 14.9 par presumably 
already presupposes knowledge of this (Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 403 n. 1660; ET = 1997, 
267, 476 n. 1373). On this, see now Schnabel 2002, 121 6ff. The long duration of the trial is 
an argument for the view that Luke speaks the truth with respect to the Roman citizenship 
of Paul. Through the judicial murder by Annas and the Sanhedrin called together by him of 
James, the brother of the Lord, and of a larger number of Jewish Christians (Josephus, Ant. 
20.200ff.), which led to the sharp protest of the new procurator Albinus, the negotiation 
position of the Jerusalem authorities was greatly weakened also in the trial against Paul in 
Rome (ca. 61/62 CE). In our view, Paul was therefore released after the two years of Acts 
28.30. He was able to continue to preach GuwAvTWs (Vv. 31). 

10 Acts 25.12: ovAAAATOUS LETH TOD OULBOVALOV. In 26.30 he consults with “those 
who were sitting with” (ovyxaOnpevot), who include King Agrippa II and his sister 
Berenice. 

'! The form of this cognitio was very free; “it eludes every scientific presentation. Its 
nature is legalized formlessness”: Mommsen 1955, 340. 

!2 Cf. Sallust, Bell. Cat. 52.36; Dig. 42.2.3 and others; further attestations in Luz 2005, 
495 (GV = 1985-2002, IV: 270 n. 29): “If one was a confessus, a formal declaration of guilt 
on the part of the judge was no longer necessary.” 

'S Sherwin-White 1963, 17-18, 20-22. 
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of the judge.” There was no appeal, and the verdict was usually enforced 
immediately; longer terms of imprisonment were rare. Here the funda- 
mental difference from the trial against Paul becomes evident. The life of 
a provincial from the lower class was not worth much. To be sure, with 
the conservative legal and administrative praxis of the Romans it was pos- 
sible that consideration was sometimes shown for special legal traditions 
of the respective provinces and their cities and people groups, insofar as 
these did not stand in the way of Roman interests. Only very wealthy and 
influential provincials who had good relations with Rome had the chance, 
against the prefect and his legal decisions, to make an accusation before 
the governor in Syria who was over him or before the emperor himself. 
The threat of the high priests and their group in John 19.12 could be under- 
stood against this background: “If you release him, you are no friend of 
Caesar... ,” but it is hardly historical. Thus, the Samaritans later instituted 
proceedings against Pilate after the bloodbath at Mount Gerizim caused by 
him, after which he was promptly recalled by Tiberius in 36 CE.'* But 
behind this stood leading men of a whole people group (€9voc) and not 
an individual person. With the trial of Jesus, the situation was completely 
different. He was a simple Galilean craftsman without influence,'° while a 
decision against the politically accented accusations of the leaders of the 
people could become uncomfortable for Pilate. The Roman administra- 
tion of justice in the provinces as in Rome itself was a class justice to a 
pronounced degree. 


21.1.2 The Accusation and Condemnation!® 


Jesus was brought before Pilate by the leaders of the people. The pub- 
lic trial took place on the side of the palace of Herod that faced the city 
right after sunrise. For the Gospels it is self-evidently conducted in Greek, 
which was the predominant language of communication in the east of 
the Roman Empire. Jesus’ mother tongue was Aramaic, but he, as well 
as some of his disciples, probably spoke a nonliterary Greek. Apparently, 
Jesus affirmed the decisive question of Pilate: “Are you the king of the 
Jews?” The disputed phrase ov Aéyets must be understood in the sense 
of “You say it” and not as a rejecting, materially meaningless “This is 
what you say!”'’ With this, he had made, in the eyes of the prefect, a 


'4 Josephus, Ant. 18.85-89. 

'S His great impact on the common people was detrimental rather than helpful to him. 

'© Waldstein 1964, 41-44. 

'’ Cf. Jesus’ answer before the high priest in Mark 14.62: éy@ eip, which Matthew 
interprets with a positive ob imac (26.64); cf. also Luke 22.70 and John 18.37: ob éyeuc 
OTL HaotWEvc eipt, who knows and interprets Mark and Luke. After all, according to John, 
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confession, for the decisive accusation point was the charge that Jesus 
claimed to be the “king of the Jews,” that is, the Messiah. From beginning 
to end the Messiah question was the fundamental question of the trial. 
The high priests had formulated the accusation politically for the prefect: 
Jesus appeared with the claim to be the “king of the Jews.” This was high 
treason (perduellio) and sedition (seditio) against the rule or majesty of 
the Roman people and of the emperor (maiestas populi Romani et prin- 
cipis) and at the same time an endangerment of the peace in the province. 
In itself “king of the Jews” was not a christological title in Judaism or in 
early Christianity and is definitely not based on a later “dogmatic inven- 
tion” of the community. On the contrary, by introducing this designation 
because of the historical circumstances, Mark rather makes the Christians 
suspicious. In the turbulent times of the Roman rule between Pompey and 
the destruction of Jerusalem, 63 BCE and 70 CE, too many Jewish agita- 
tors of very different origins had made “kingly” and thus sometimes also 
“messianic” claims.'* The formulation of the accusation came rather from 
the leaders of the people, and Jesus, according to the Synoptics, did not 
contradict it but kept silent in relation to further accusations, after he had 
given a positive answer to the question of Pilate: “Are you the king of the 
Jews?”; an uncommon behavior in a capital trial, which amazed the pre- 
fect.!? Only John recounts—against all historical probability—a detailed 
theological dialogue between Jesus and Pilate in the praetorium, 1.e., not in 
public and without witnesses,” in which precisely this political accusation 
against Jesus 1s rejected: “My kingdom is not from this world; if my king- 
dom were from this world, my servants would fight for me.”?! While this 
saying, which is revolutionary for the ancient understanding of religion, is 
formulated in the style of Johannine theology, it makes visible the problem 
that was at hand. 

Pilate appears to have honestly grappled with this strange prisoner, 
from whom nothing could be drawn out. The accusers hardly had proof 


Jesus has control over a Baot\gia (18.36). The “good confession,” which Jesus, according 
to 1 Tim 6.13, “testified” before Pilate could refer to Jesus’ answer. On the language of 
Jesus, see section 12.1. 

'8 Cf. Matt 2.2ff.; Acts 17.7; John 19.12. Hengel 1989c, 290-302 (GV = 1976c, 
296-307); Hengel 2001d, 52-55 (ET = 1995, 47-51); see further the end of section 3.1.1 
and the excursus on eschatological prophets in chapter 3. 

'9 Mark 15.5: Hote Oavpdatew tov MAatov, intensified in Matt 27.14; cf. Justin, 
Dial. 102.5 and already the question of the high priest in relation to the silent Jesus in Mark 
14.60-61. This realistic feature cannot be derived simply from Isa 53.7. 

20 John 18.33; 19.9, 13. According to John, the conversation was conducted under four 
eyes. The high priestly accusers remained outside so as not to defile themselves: 18.28. 

71 John 18.36: 7) Paotdeia H Ewt) ox ~otw éx Tod xdopLOV TOvTOV; cf. Hengel 
2007b, 408-29. 
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of violent rebellion against Roman rule.” On the other hand, the silence of 
Jesus could be evaluated as pertinacia and obstinatio, as obdurateness, 
and this also means as an acknowledgment of guilt.” 

Especially controversial is the Barabbas episode.* In our view, it 
must have a historical background, for there is not a sufficient motive 
for subsequently inventing and incorporating it. The release of a prisoner 
at the festival of Passover, the festival of clemency,” due to the petition 
of the people could be an old Jewish legal custom from the time of the 
Hasmonean and Herodian rulers, which the prefect continued as legal suc- 
cessor. The Romans placed value on the preservation of old legal customs. 
We have a parallel on an Egyptian papyrus to such a release of a guilty 
person due to a petition of the people.” 

Roman legal custom was familiar with the possibility of the venia, 
a pardon in the sense of a release from deserved punishment. In gen- 
eral, in antiquity the vox populi had no little influence on the course of 
trials — which took place, after all, in public. Influencing the judge through 
shouts etc. was common, and not every bearer of power had the strength 
of character to resist the demands of the crowd, especially if the city aris- 
tocracy stood behind it.*’ 

In this context, a group of the Jerusalem population appears to 
have intervened in the course of the trial, namely in support of a (Jesus) 


= Apart from Jesus’ action in the “temple cleansing.” Pilate may also have possessed 
his own information about this contrary Galilean. It is peculiar that he no longer takes 
action against the Jesus movement later. Apparently, in comparison with other Jewish 
groups, he regarded it as harmless. 

3 Tn his letter to Trajan (Ep. 10.96.3), Pliny also stresses the pertinaciam .. . et inflexi- 
bilem obstinationem of the Christians, who must be punished because they refuse to sac- 
rifice to the gods and to swear by the genius of the emperor. On this, see Sherwin-White 
1985, 699, 784. 

*4 Mark 15.6-15. It is handed down in all the Gospels: Luke 23.13-25; Matt 27.15-26; 
John 18.39-40. 

25 Cf, Exod 12.13, 27: pasah = ovendCeuw: psh in Qal “pass over,” “spare,” “cover,” 
“protect.” 

© Cf. Blinzler 1969, 303: an accused person had innocent persons arrested contrary 
to the law, i.e., had made himself guilty of usurpation of office and deprivation of liberty. 
The prefect, however, refrained from punishing him and followed the petition of the crowd: 
“You would have deserved a flogging . . . but I will give you to the crowd” (cf. John 19.1; 
Luke 23.16). Cf. also Deissmann 1923, 230 (Pap. Florentinus 61; 85 CE); on this, see 
Waldstein 1964, 41-44. According to Josephus, when Archelaus took office, the crowd 
demanded not only the reduction of taxes but also the release of the prisoners locked up 
by Herod: Ant. 17.204—205. Archelaus sought to please the crowd and yielded. Later they 
demanded the punishment of those who were favored by Herod: Ant. 17.207, cf. J. W. 2.4, 7. 

?7 Cf. Hadrian’s edict to Minucius Fundanus, the governor of the province of Asia, in 
Justin, / Apol. 68.8; on this, see Hengel 1996a: 376 n. 68-69; Codex justin. 9.47.12: Vanae 
voces populi non sunt audiendae. 
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Barabbas, who had been arrested with others in a tumult”§ in which a mur- 
der took place. It could also be a case of “went with—arrested with.” Here 
we probably strike upon the old and far-reaching opposition between the 
urban population in Jerusalem and the province. Most of the Jerusalemites 
adopted an understandably reserved stance toward Jews from the prov- 
ince, and all the more toward those from remote, rustic Galilee and the 
eschatological-messianic movements that came from there.” The prosper- 
ity of the city and its role as world-famous pilgrim destination depended 
on the preservation of the Pax Romana. All troubles of a political reli- 
gious sort meant a direct threat. The most dangerous Jewish rebel between 
the transformation of Judaea into a Roman province in the outbreak of 
the Jewish War (6—66 CE), Judas, had the byname “the Galilean.” In the 
Synoptics Peter is addressed as a follower of Jesus in the high priestly 
palace because he is a “Galilean.” In its beginnings the Jesus movement 
was especially a Galilean phenomenon.” With the influence of the high 
priestly leaders of the people, especially the family of Annas, in the capital 
it was easy for them to influence the action of the crowd (6yA0c) portrayed 
in Mark 15.8ff. It was sufficient if one brought together before the praeto- 
rium a larger number of economic dependents and clients on the morning 
of the Passover festival and if the family and friends of Jesus Barabbas 
assembled because they regarded him as innocent. Due to a certain ten- 
dency of Mark (and to an even greater degree of all later portrayers of 
the process) to exonerate Pilate and blame the leaders of the people (or 
since Matthew and John “the Jews’), one could of course reckon with 
the possibility that Barabbas and Jesus were not presented to the crowd 
for selection but there was a direct petition for the release of Barabbas. 
But since Pilate is presented by Josephus*' and Philo* as an enemy of 
Jews, stubborn and inflexible, it is also conceivable that, in the case of this 
silent prisoner, who was so pointedly charged with the most serious crimes 


?8 Mark 15.7 speaks of otéoug and otac.aotat, but does not yet designate Barabbas 
himself as a murderer. This first occurs in Luke 23.19. In John 18.40 he becomes a “robber” 
(Anotys). Matthew 27.16-17 calls him a “notorious prisoner” (S€oW0¢ Erttonwos). His first 
name, Jesus, is handed down in some manuscripts twice (Q, f', 700* pc sy’, Or™s), which 
is presumably the original reading. On this, see Metzger 1975, 67-68. 

?° This opposition then becomes visible especially after the outbreak of the Jewish War 
before the actual siege. In the end, the moderate urban population was subjected to the radi- 
cal groups from Galilee, Idumaea, and the Jewish hinterland. J.W. 4.369-373, 377-378, 383. 

30 See sections 8.1 and 11.1-2; Hengel 1989c, 56ff., 76ff., 476 index, s.v. “Galileans 
and Galilee” (GV = 57ff., 79ff., 469 index, s.v. “Galilia/Galiléer”); Mark 14.70: GAnO@c 
&& avt@v el, xa yoo Padatoc et. Cf. Luke 22.59; Matt 26.73 has the addition ) AaAuG 
oov SAOV O€ sOLEt. 

3! Josephus, Ant. 18.55-62, 85-89. 

3? Philo, Legat. 299-305. See also note 228 in chapter 1. 
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against the state by the leaders of the people, for the purpose of irritating 
the high priests, he initially did not comply with their wishes and—also 
as a mocking of the people and its leaders—offered to release to them the 
“king of the Jews,” this wretched, ill-treated figure. In the end, in this mat- 
ter, which was unclear to him, the prefect took the way of least resistance. 
He released Barabbas and condemned Jesus to the only possible punish- 
ment in view of the severity of the accusations, crucifixion. He needed 
no grand act to do so, but only three words, for example: ibis in crucem! 
In his letter to Trajan, Pliny remarks very concisely: perseverantes duci 
iussi, “the Christians who persist (after being questioned and warned two 
or three times), I order to be led away (to execution).”** Presumably two 
“robbers” were also condemned in the same trial to death on the cross at 
the same time as Jesus.** 


21.1.3 Flogging and Mocking*> 


Corresponding to the condemnation, Mark describes without form in terse 
shortness: “And he handed over Jesus so that he might be flogged and 
crucified.”*° This means the accused is handed over to the execution squad 
of the soldiers. In Matt 27.19 and John 19.13 Pilate makes his judgment 
in an official way from his judgment seat.*’ John also specifies the place 
of the pronouncement of judgment and calls it AtO6oteEWTOV, an ele- 
vated place that is probably covered with marble plates on which the judg- 
ment platform stood.** To be sure, the flogging and the associated mocking 


33 Pliny the Younger, Ep. 10.96.3. Cf. Williams 1990, 71, 140; Walsh 2006, 278. 

** Mark 15.27 = Matt 27.38; see section 21.2 with note 71. 

* Blinzler 1969, 321-36, 345-46; Brown 1994, I: 862-77; Schwemer 2001c, 161-62. 

*© Mark 15.15: xai nagédmxev tov Tnoobv deayehAmoas Wva otavewOf). John 
19.16 could be misunderstood to mean that he handed over Jesus not to the soldiers but to 
his Jewish opponents for execution: maQédwxev GUTOV aAVTOIC; see, however, 19.19, 23, 
26: the titulus of Pilate and the (Roman) soldiers; Luke 23.24 is different: taQgédwxev TO 
OeAHWatt AVTOV, which means “he surrendered Jesus to their will.” Gos. Pet. 2-5 has an 
extreme distortion. There Herod has Jesus led away to crucifixion against the will of Pilate: 
edMxXEV TH AAG, namely —with John—on the day of preparation for Passover. The motif 
of the handwashing (Matt 27.24-25) is also intensified in Gos. Pet. 1. Herod and the Jew- 
ish opponents refuse the same. Through this the Gospel of Peter shows itself to be a later 
shoddy work from the middle of the second century, in which the anti-Jewish stance leads 
to a complete distortion of the tradition. It presupposes throughout the older, “canonical” 
Gospels. 

el Bia; see Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 280. Properly it means “stand,” and, derived 
from this, it means the elevated judgment seat: Acts 18.12, 16-17; 25.6, 10, 17; 2 Cor 5.10; 
Rom 14.10. 

38 John 19.13. He also mentions the Aramaic name T'afa0d, probably in Aramaic 
“the hill” (gabb‘td). See Gorg 1988, 719, and Dormeyer 2001, “For a plastered, public 
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of Jesus are reported in two contradictory versions in Mark 15.15-20a and 
John 19.1-5. 

In Mark the flogging is the punishment that commonly accompa- 
nies the sentence of death in Roman criminal law and occurs after its 
announcement and before the execution (15.15). Thus, Mark Antony had 
the last Jewish priest king from the family of the Hasmoneans, Antigonus, 
executed with the axe in 37 BCE in Antioch at the urging of Herod. Before 
his execution, he was fastened to a pole (OtavQ6c) and flogged. Cassius 
Dio explicitly adds that no king had previously suffered such shameful 
treatment from the Romans.*? Shortly before the outbreak of the Jewish 
War the procurator Gessius Florus, in the context of his plundering of parts 
of Jerusalem, had numerous Jews imprisoned, flogged, and crucified. He 
condemned to death also members of the aristocracy, who were Roman 
citizens, even members of the equestrian class, and had them publicly 
flogged before his judgment seat and nailed to the cross.*” Thus, the event, 
as Mark reports it, corresponded to Roman custom in Judaea. 

In John, by contrast, the flogging appears as an action during the hear- 
ing. Here it appears to be a special punishment due to the policing power 
of the prefect with the goal of “teaching Jesus a lesson” and then releasing 
him again after the flogging. The bloodily flogged Jesus is presented to the 
people: “Here is the man” —in a depreciating sense.*' For John, of course, 
the scene contains a profound christological deeper meaning. The offer 
of the prefect in Luke 23.16 must be understood similarly: “I will release 
him after the flogging.” The procurator Albinus proceeded in the same way 
with the prophet of doom Jesus son of Ananias, whom we have already 
mentioned on multiple occasions. He had him flogged before the leaders 
of the people until the bones showed. The tortured one gave no answer to 
the question of the procurator but continued to utter his woe sayings over 
Jerusalem without interruption. Albinus saw that he was only a madman 
and released him.’ It is possible that Pilate initially wanted to treat Jesus 
in a similar way, since he did not really trust the accusations of the leaders 


place, on which the judgment platform with the judgment seat was is established, the pla- 
teau of the palace of Herod more likely comes into consideration.” 

? Cassius Dio 49.22.6. Previously, Jugurtha had already been strangled in the Carcer 
Mamertinus: Volkmann 1979. 

“9 Josephus, J.W. 2.306, 308: &vdoac inmxod TAyUATOS LAOTLYMOa Te MEd TOD 
BHwatos ual OTAVE@ MECONAMOaL. He could permit himself such a violation because his 
wife was friends with Poppaea, the wife of Nero, and he had received this office through 
the advocacy of Poppaea. Even Agrippa II did not dare to protest his despotic rule, which 
helped to trigger the Jewish War, according to Josephus; cf. J.W. 2.342-343; Ant. 20.252, 
257. See also section 3.1.7 with note 380. 

“1 John 19.5: iSov 6 &vOQwmNOC. 

*? Josephus, J. W. 6.300-309: xatayvovc pavicv 6 AdBuwvoc cinéuoev avTOV (305). 
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of the people. The course of things in Mark, however, is clear and there- 
fore probably also more original. John could have taken up the motif from 
Luke 23.16 and elaborated it. 

The flogging took place in the casern*’ and was followed by the mock- 
ing. It must be understood as a cruel amusement of the soldiers and had 
an anti-Jewish character. The Roman occupying troops in Judaea were not 
legionaries and Roman citizens but rather auxiliary troops, who had been 
recruited since the times of Herod from the Hellenistic-Syrian urban popu- 
lation of Palestine, who hated the Jews. The so-called Sebasteans from the 
Herodian military colony Sebaste, the former Samaria, and from Caesarea 
were especially feared. The execution of a supposed king of the Jews gave 
them an opportunity to let off steam.“* According to Mark, the whole cohort 
came together in the Herodian castle for this raw spectacle. The closest 
parallel is the mocking of a half-crazy person, Carabas, as supposed king 
of the Jews at a visit of Herod Agrippa I, who had just been appointed king 
by Caligula, in Alexandria by the rabble of the city in 38 CE.* This too 
was an anti-Jewish excess. 

Such mocking scenes had their model in the ancient theater farce, the 
mime, which was quite vulgar. The so-called “crown of thorns” is, in real- 
ity, a crown of thistles or other prickly plants. It signifies a parody of the 
golden crown which oriental kings and dignitaries wore. The red soldier 
cloak corresponds to the royal purple and the reed to the ruler’s scepter.” 


“3 Mark 15.16-20 = Matt 27.27-31a. Luke indicates the possibility of flogging only in 
23.16. He omits the mocking entirely. Presumably he does not want to confront the noble 
Theophilus with this scene. With this the reference to the soldiers also falls away. Only in 
23.47 is the centurion who commanded the execution mentioned. Despite 4.6, the presen- 
tation of Luke shows a conspicuous, relatively positive stance toward Roman rule, which 
also continues in Acts. 

“4 Among other things, after the death of King Agrippa I (Josephus, Ant. 19.356ff., 
361, 364ff.), they mocked the dead king and his family in an obscene way and are said to 
have been punished for this by being moved to Pontus (on the Black Sea). Their unbridled 
actions were later one of the causes of the outbreak of the Jewish War. Cf. also the incident 
at the Passover festival under Cumanus (Ant. 20.108), which was understood as an insult 
to God and led to a protest of the people gathered in the temple area. See section 3.1.4 with 
note 284 and section 3.1.5 with notes 302-3. 

* According to Philo, Flacc. 36-39; on this, see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 390; 
Van der Horst 2003, 130-31. The rabble paid homage to Carabas, who had been decked 
out as “king,” with the Aramaic exclamation “Magiv,” “our Lord”; cf. 1 Cor 16.22. 

46 Matt 27.28, 31: yAapwds xoxxivy. Mark 15.17, 20 speaks in an exaggerating way of 
“purple.” See Bauer/Aland/Aland 1988, 1760. On the “royal mime” in relation to Carabas 
and the mime character of the mocking of Jesus, see Wiist 1932, 1751-52. The Christians 
and their trials were also mocked later in the mime. Thus, the mocking crucifix on the Pala- 
tine with the donkey head probably points to a mime representation. On the later mocking 
of Christ and the Christians in the mime, see Reich 2005, 80-89. 
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Thus, the theme of mocking is determined by the accusation and sig- 
nifies a travesty of the accused and at the same time a mocking of the 
messianic expectation of the Jews in general. Thus, the mocking of 
the blood-soaked flogged man as king of the Jews—“hail, king of the 
Jews’*’—corresponded well to the taste of the anti-Jewish soldiers. This 
motif of anti-Judaism also explains the fact that the mocking in the casern 
became known in the city. This was taken care of by the soldiers them- 
selves, for every nationally conscious Jew must have felt affected and 
insulted by this event. 


21.2 The Walk to the Place of Execution and Crucifixion* 


The punishment of crucifixion was first used by the Persians and then 
adopted by Alexander the Great and the Hellenistic rulers. As early as the 
capture of Tyre, Alexander had two thousand captured Phoenicians cruci- 
fied on the shore of the sea in view of the destroyed city.” Via the Carthag- 
inians in Carthage this—most cruel—ancient death penalty came to the 
Romans. They usually applied it only to the lowest strata of the people, 
slaves and provincials, and also only for serious crimes such as highway 
robbery, murder, and especially crimes against the state—1.e., for every 
sort of “upheaval.” The crucified slave and robber is a relatively common 
motif in ancient entertainment literature, for example in novels and in sat- 
ire. Roman citizens and members of the upper class were in principle not 
permitted to be crucified, though Roman governors did not always adhere 
to this. In his famous speech against Verres, the unscrupulous governor of 
Sicily, who had crucified a Roman citizen in this way, Cicero calls cruci- 
fixion a crudelissimum taeterrimumque supplicium, the cruelest and most 
hideous manner of execution;*° on multiple occasions it is also simply 
designated as servile supplicium, as slave punishment.*! It had probably 
been known in Judaea since the time of the Persians. 

Jewish kings from the high priestly family of the Hasmoneans also 
used it. Thus, Alexander Jannaeus allegedly had eight hundred Pharisees 
crucified in Jerusalem while he feasted with his concubines.” Under the 


*” Mark 15.18: yaioe, Bactied tov IovdSaiwv = Matt 27.29. 

“8 Hengel 1977a (= 1986, 93-185); Kuhn 1982. On crucifixion in Jewish Palestine by 
Jews, see Hengel 1984c, 27-36. Cf. now also Cook 2019. 

“° Q. Curtius Rufus, Hist. Alex. 4.4.17; see Hengel 1977a, 73. 

9 Verr, 2.5.165. Hengel 1977a, 8, 33ff., 39ff. 

>! Hengel 1977a, 51ff. 

>? Josephus, J.W. 1.96-98; Ant. 13.380-381. The report goes back to Nicolaus of 
Damascus. The number is probably exaggerated. An older biblical example is the high 
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Hasmoneans it was apparently, as indicated by the Temple Scroll, the pun- 
ishment for traitors and defectors:* 


If a man passes on information about his people, and he betrays his peo- 
ple to a foreign people and does evil against his people, then you shall 
hang him on a tree, so that he dies. . . . Cursed by God and by humans 
are those hanged on a tree. 


Under Roman rule it was often used in the turbulent Judaea as a politi- 
cal deterrent, so that rabbinic and probably already the preceding Jewish- 
Pharisaic criminal law rejected crucifixion, since it was regarded as the 
punishment of “the regime” (malkiit). Among other things, the governor 
Quintilius Varus, due to the unrests that broke out after the death of Herod 
in 4 BCE, is said to have crucified two thousand agitators around Jeru- 
salem.°° In 1968, around Mount Scopus near Jerusalem, the skeleton of 
a Jewish crucified man from the Roman period was found in an ossuary. 
The nail passed through both heel bones; it was nailed very twistedly into 
the cross. He was about twenty-seven / twenty-eight years old. He is also 
proof of the fact that a person crucified by the Romans in Judaea could 
receive an ordinary burial.°° 

The cross consisted of a pole rammed into the earth and the cross- 
beam. The condemned person, who had to carry the crossbeam (patibu- 
lum) himself to the place of execution, was first nailed or fastened with 
both hands to the crossbeam and then lifted up on the pole. The nailing on 
was probably the worst. Together with the flogging it led more quickly to 
death through the loss of blood.°’ There were two forms. The crux com- 
missa resembled a T, the crux immissa our cross. The height varied greatly. 
The feet were often only a few centimeters above the ground. The cross 
usually had a small seat to support oneself on, the so-called sedile. In this 
horrific situation the crucified persons could remain alive for the whole 
day if they were strong in stature, until they died through the heat, loss of 


“pole” (EVAOV), which Haman intended for Mordecai (Est 5.14) and on which he (7.9-10) 
and his sons (9.13-14) were hanged. Cf. Hengel 1984c. 

3 11QT 64.6ff. (= 11Q19); cf. 4QpNah frag. 3-4 I, 7-8; Hengel 1977a, 84-85; H.-W. 
Kuhn 1995. 

>4 A reversal and expansion of Deut 21.22-23. 

a Josephus, J.W. 2.75; cf. As. Mos. 6.9. 

© Tzaferis 1985. The ossuaries were for the second burial of the bones of a dead 
person after his decay. 

57 On the nail wounds, see Luke 24.39; John 20.25, 27; cf. Col 2.14 and 1.20: d16 
tov aiuatocs tod otaveod avtot, on this, see Hengel 1977a, 31-32. Crucifixion (with 
preceeding flogging) was, in contrast to a view that is often advocated today, anything but 
a “bloodless” manner of death. 
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blood, and especially through circulatory collapse as the consequence 
of complete lack of movement. Josephus recounts that after Jerusalem was 
conquered, he discovered near Tekoa, among a large number of crucified 
Jewish prisoners, three former friends who were still alive. Titus permit- 
ted them to be taken down from the cross. Despite medical treatment, only 
one survived.*® 

The place of execution, Golgotha,’ was presumably a small hill, 
which had the form of a skull. It was located directly to the north of the 
main wall within an old quarry in an area that was incorporated by Herod 
Agrippa I into the city area through the so-called third wall at the begin- 
ning of the forties. It was thus very close to the city. The Christian place 
tradition appears to have maintained itself. Hadrian already erected at the 
Christian crucifixion and tomb site a pagan temple complex for Venus, the 
main Roman goddess, and Constantine then built the so-called Church of 
the Holy Sepulchre. If the place tradition had developed at a later time, 
the place would certainly have been sought outside of the third wall of 
Agrippa. This presumably corresponds to what is today the northern wall 
of the old city.* 

The straightforward, relatively simple account of Mark has the great- 
est claim to have retained the historical process of the crucifixion of Jesus. 
Matthew often follows him word for word because for him the text of 
the student of Peter is based on reliable tradition. When he supplements, 
he does so for theological reasons, for example in the peculiar reference 
to the earthquake and the opening of tombs in Matt 27.51-53: The death 
of Jesus has opened the gates of the underworld. Luke likewise follows 
Mark in part, but features some distinctive sayings of Jesus, which point 
to a special source, for example, his saying to the lamenting women of 
Jerusalem (Luke 23.27-31); the petition for the forgiveness of his murder- 
ers, who “do not know what they do” (23.34), which is lacking in the older 
textual witnesses and was perhaps omitted because of its offensiveness; 
and the exchange of words with the two men crucified with Jesus, in which 
Jesus promises the insightful one that he will be received into paradise, the 
place of the blessed dead (23.39-43). While John presupposes the text of 


Sr Josephus, Life 420. 

>»? Derived from Aramaic gélgélta’, Hebrew gulgolet, “skull”; see Gesenius 1987, 
215: “Something round, therefore skull . . . head”; on this, see Rtiger 1984, 78; Beyer 
1984, 544. 

6 John 19.20: éyyvc Tv 6 TONE THC NOAEWS SOV EOTAVEDON 6 Inootc. Here we 
again have an example of accurate place information in the Fourth Gospel. See note 144 
in chapter 11. 

6! On the location and Golgotha tradition, see Jeremias 1926; Riesner 1988, 71-72; 
J. E. Taylor 1998. 
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Mark and Luke and sometimes has contact with them, he largely presents 
the events in his own distinctive way. 

Jesus’ journey to the place of execution was not very long. He prob- 
ably went from the Herodian castle to the Garden Gate in the north wall 
and from there outside to the nearby hill of execution. As is also attested 
otherwise in antiquity, the condemned person had to carry the crossbeam, 
the patibulum, himself. The fact that his clothes were put on him again 
after the flogging and mocking® is probably to be explained with refer- 
ence to the fact that nakedness was strongly frowned upon among Jews; 
in addition, the soldiers who were carrying out the execution were meant 
to receive them as spoils. That he could no longer carry the beam the short 
way could be connected with the large loss of blood from the flogging. A 
diaspora Jew who came from outside of the city, Simon of Cyrene, was 
compelled by soldiers to carry the crossbeam in his place.® The fact that 
Mark—entirely against Jewish custom—mentions his two sons Alexander 
and Rufus instead of his father’s name indicates that these two sons were 
known in the Roman community in which Mark wrote. John contradicts 
this portrayal and stresses in 19.17: “and he carried the cross himself.” For 
him Jesus needed no help from another on the way to the execution. This 
contradiction with the Synoptics shows that, as so often in John, Christol- 
ogy has covered over the historical event.“ On a bilingual tomb inscrip- 
tion in the Kidron Valley, the name Alexander, son of Simon, has been 
discovered with the Hebrew addition grnyt, which probably means “from 
Cyrene?” 

After the place of execution was reached, Jesus was offered wine 
mixed with myrrh. According to early Jewish sources, this occurred as 
a labor of love, in order to daze the condemned ones and mitigate their 
torment.® This wine is said to have been donated by the rich women in 
Jerusalem. Jesus rejects this gift. A tablet was very likely already carried 
in front of the march of the guards, upon which the capital crime, the 
causa poenae, was recorded as a general deterrent. Thus, in 177 CE, in 
the persecution of Christians in Lyon, the Christian Attalus was led around 


6? Mark 15.20 = Matt 27.31. 

63 Mark 15.21: he could, as a returnee from the diaspora, have lived in or near Jerusa- 
lem. On Jews and Jewish Christians from Cyrene, see Acts 2.10; 6.9; 11.20; 13.1. On the 
large Jewish diaspora in Cyrenaica, see Schiirer 1973-1987, I: 512, 529-32; III: 60-62. 

°4 This applies, among other things, also to the date of Jesus’ death. See section 19.4. 

® Avigad 1962, 9; cf. Ian 2002, 258 nr. 27. In Rom 16.13 a Rufus as éxkextOc ev 
xvolw@ and his mother appear, whom Paul must have known personally. 

6 Bill. I: 1037. 
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with such a tablet in the amphitheater: “Hic est Attalus Christianus.”’®’ 
This tablet was then affixed to the cross itself in the crucifixion. The 
longer the criminal’s struggle with death lasted and the more observers 
read the tablet, the greater its intended effect was. John 19.20 explicitly 
stresses: “Many Jews read this inscription.” Its content, according to Mark 
0 Baotteds tov Tovdatwv, “the king of the Jews,” signifies a public 
mocking of all Jews, as was already the case with the mocking of Jesus 
after the flogging in the praetorium. Such mocking is indeed plausible for 
the execution squad and for Pilate.” The whole event is not a later Chris- 
tian invention. “King of the Jews” was never a Christian title of majesty 
for Jesus.” 

The political character of the execution of Jesus also becomes clear 
from the fact that two other condemned persons were crucified with him, 
who are called Anotat in Mark 15.27.” Behind these “robbers” one could 
perhaps see zealot rebels, Jewish guerilla fighters. Josephus consistently 
designates the Jewish insurgents since the time of Herod in a stereotypical 
way as Anotat.” 

The mocking of Jesus by individual opponents may also have its his- 
torical occasion. According to the Synoptics, they are related again to his 
messianic claim, which dominates, after all, the whole passion story. It 
is instructive in Mark that in contrast to the accusation before Pilate and 
the inscription on the titulus, Jesus is addressed as Messias crucifixus: “If 


6” Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.1.44. For other examples, see Hengel 2001d, 52ff. (ET = 
1995, 47ff.). The tablet could also be placed around the neck of the criminal. Mark does 
not yet say anything about the fastening of the “inscribed tablet” (15.26: émtyoady). Luke 
23.38 has a simple €’ avt@. John 19.19 has emi tod otaveod. Only according to Mat- 
thew is it fastened over the head of Jesus (€m6vw tho xEdaAts AUTO). This would pre- 
suppose a crux immissa. 

68 Mark 15.26 has the simplest form. Matthew 27.37 adds the name Inoots. Luke 
23.38 is identical to Mark in substance: 6 BaotAed¢ tov Tovdaiwv obtos. John 19.19-20 
has not only the longest version but also the indication that the titAoc (lat.: titulus) was 
written in three languages “Hebrew (= Aramaic), Latin, and Greek.” With this he probably 
seeks to signal the universal significance of Jesus. 

® This is also the explanation for the scene in John 19.21-22 with the objection of the 
high priests to the titulus ordered by Pilate and the refusal to change the text by the prefect. 

19 We have a series of ancient parallels to such notifications of the causa poenae in the 
case of criminals, also before a crucifixion. See Blinzler 1969, 367ff., and Hengel 2001d, 
52ff. (ET = 1995, 47ff.). 

1! This is also the case for Matt 27.38. 

” Cf. Hengel 1989c, 24-46 and 465 index, s.v. Anotts/-al (GV = 1976c, 25-46 and 
484 index, s.v. Anoty¢/-at). Luke 23.33b speaks of “criminals” (xaxobeyot). John 19.18 
mentions only “two others.” In 18.40 he designates Barabbas as Anotis. Perhaps the two 
persons are identical with the otaotaotat mentioned in Mark 15.7. See note 28 above. 
From a legal perspective all insurgents, who were not regarded as official enemies (hostes), 
were /atrones in Roman eyes, 1.c., Anotat. 
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he is the anointed one (yetotdc), the king of Israel, then let him come 
down from the cross, so that we may see and believe.” The mocking lead- 
ers of the people do not use the formulation of the causa poenae but the 
Jewish “salvation-historical” terminology. The mocking motif appears in 
the psalm of suffering 22 and yet also elsewhere in Old Testament texts, 
especially in the Psalms.’? As eyewitnesses at the crucifixion, in addition to 
Simon of Cyrene, there is mention of the numerous Galilean women who 
had accompanied Jesus and the disciples to Jerusalem. They watched the 
execution “from afar.” Mark mentions three of them by name, Mary Mag- 
dalene, Mary, the mother of James the small and of Joses, and Salome,” 
according to Matthew the mother of the Zebedaids.” Influenced by the 
psalms of suffering, Luke places “all his acquaintances” before the Gali- 
lean women here.”° Only John 19.25ff. introduces, perhaps building on 
Luke, the enigmatic Beloved Disciple, the mother of Jesus, her nameless 
sister, Mary the (wife?) of Clopas, and Mary Magdalene as witnesses in 
the immediate vicinity of the cross.”” 

Mark 15.25 and 33-34 connect the crucifixion with an hour scheme. 
According to it, the crucifixion itself takes place at the third hour, i.e., at 
9 in the morning. From the sixth to the ninth hour a darkness covers the 
land. The death of Jesus then takes place around the ninth hour, about 3 in 


Mark 15.32 (29-32). On the motif, see esp. Ps 22.7-9; on the “shaking of the head,” 
see also Ps 109.25; cf. 44.15; Jer 18.16 and Lam 2.15ff.; see further Isa 53.3-4. Matthew 
27.39-43 strengthens the motif of the “suffering righteous one” with a quotation from Ps 
22.9 but omits the key word youotdc (cf., by contrast, Matt 27.17 in the mouth of Pilate [!]: 
Tnootv tov Aeyouevov Xetotov; on the formulation, cf. Josephus, Ant. 20.200). Luke 
23.35 abbreviates greatly, while strengthening the Messiah motif: 6 yototdc tod Deo O 
éxAextoc. John completely omits the mocking as inappropriate in relation to Jesus’ divine 
dignity. A stronger argument is the complete helplessness of Jesus against it in the Jew of 
Celsus (Origen, Cels. 2.55), a text which presupposes Mark 15.31b = Matt 27.42a: “while 
he lived, he did not help himself,” in contrast to Dionysius, who avenged himself on Pen- 
theus in the Bacchae of Euripides. 

™4 Mark 15.20: and waxedV_ev Vemeovoat, cf. 16.1. On the women and their names, 
see Bauckham 2002, 234ff., 298-304 and elsewhere. 

7 Matt 27.56; cf. 20.20. 

7© Mark 15.40 = Matt 27.55; Luke 23.49: mavtec oi yvwotot: cf. Ps 31(LXX 30).12; 
35(37)-12; 88(87).12, 

77 John 19.25: eiothxetoav Sé TAQ TH OTAVE® tod Inood. ... The number of the 
women is not entirely clear. There may be four women, for the fact that the mother of Jesus 
and her sister have the same name is unlikely. On the problem, see Schnackenburg 1982, 
321ff.: “The close relatives are introduced first, then there follows two other women with 
the name Mary, who are distinguished by additions” (322). Miriam/Mary was by far the 
most common name for women in Jewish Palestine; see Ilan 2002, 9, 242, 248: ca. 48 per- 
cent of the women mentioned in the sources bear this name. On Clopas, cf. Luke 24.18. 
According to Hegesippus (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.11), “Clopas was the brother of Joseph.” 
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the afternoon. Luke makes a solar eclipse out of this.”* The third and ninth 
hours were the times of the tamid offering in the temple and of prayer.” 
John makes a correction: according to him, Jesus is only condemned by 
Pilate later, around the sixth hour, 1.e., about 12 pm. In his Gospel the trial 
has lasted much longer because of the dialogue.*° In reality, in the case of 
Jesus Pilate made a “short trial.” After all, the two other criminals were 
also condemned in addition to him. In any case, the death of Jesus occurred 
relatively early, some time before the onset of darkness, i.e., before the 
beginning of the Sabbath, so that he could be taken down from the cross 
before it and put in a nearby tomb (John 19.41). 

Luke and John omit both the Aramaic cry of prayer reported by Mark 
in 15.34 and its interpretation in relation to Elijah in 15.35-36 because 
they contradict their view of the dignity of the dying of Jesus. They are, 
however, old tradition and go back to the earliest Palestinian community. 
In our view, there is no good reason to doubt their historicity. By con- 
trast, other events such as the great three-hour darkness, the tearing of the 
temple curtain, and the witness of the centurion are more likely legendary 
in character, while having fundamental theological significance for Mark. 
The cry of Jesus eho edo Acuna oapay8avi, “My God, my God, why 
have you forsaken me?” is the beginning of Ps 22. It is unusual that it is 
given in Aramaic, since the language used for psalms and prayers in the 
synagogue and temple was Hebrew. It is probably necessary to assume for 
this an early popular psalm targum.*' We are dealing here with an origi- 
nal motif.* It expresses his last, deepest desolation of Jesus, whose life 


78 Luke 23.45: tot hAlov éxAundvtoc. Phlegon of Tralles at the time of Hadrian is 
said to have pointed to the same. A solar eclipse at the time of the Passover festival, i.e., of 
the full moon, was an astronomically impossible event. On this, see Hengel 2004c, 110-11. 
Cf. also Wolter 2016/2017, I: 530-31. 

7? On the prayer at three times, see Dan 6.11, 14; Ps 55.18. On the prayer times, see 
Bill. I: 297 n. 1: “In general we can probably probably assume that the morning prayer was 
carried out around 9 in the morning, the mincha prayer around 3 in the afternoon.” For 
prayer at the sixth hour, see Acts 10.9 and Bill. II: 696-702. 

89 On John, see 19.14: “On the day of preparation for the festival of Passover, around the 
sixth hour.” John probably mentions this time because on the day of preparation for the Pass- 
over festival the evening Tamid offering was slaughtered already at 12:30 pm; see Bill. II: 
698. In that case, Jesus would have been crucified roughly at this time. Otherwise John has no 
more specifications of time. In him, too, the death of Jesus occurs relatively quickly: 19.33. 

8! The known targums on the Hagiographa are very late. We have, however, pre- 
Christian targums on Job and Leviticus from Qumran: 4QtgJob (157); 11QtgJob (10); 
4QtgLev (156). Presumably, such a targum also existed for the Psalter. 

8? The quotation in Greek transcription is phonetically unobjectionable. As a Palestin- 
ian Jew, the evangelist Mark understood Aramaic. See Riiger 1984, 73-84 (78-79). On the 
significance of Ps 22 for the passion story, see Gese 1974; on Jesus’ words on the cross, see 
Schwemer 1998; Schwemer 200Ic, 143, 156 n. 109. 
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appears to come to an end in unspeakable torments under the mocking of 
the bystanders in seemingly complete God-forsakenness. Jesus dies in the 
tribulation of the remoteness from God that already dominates the Geth- 
semane scene.® This cry was misunderstood by a portion of the bystand- 
ers in such a way that it was regarded as a cry of the dying one for Elijah, 
the proven helper in distress, who aids the individual pious person in a 
miraculous way.* This leads to the attempt of someone to give him sour 
wine (0&0c), the drink of the poor and of soldiers, to drink.** For Mark the 
death of Jesus with a second loud cry* simultaneously signifies the end of 
the temple cult as an event of atonement. The curtain of the temple tears, 
1.e., the temple has lost its function as place of atonement for Israel, for 
in the death of the Son of God, the sufficient sacrifice for all human beings 
has taken place.®’ For Mark, the confession of the centurion who com- 
mands the execution squad at the death of Jesus: “Truly, this human being 
was God’s Son’’*® corresponds to the completely valid confession of the 
later Gentile Christian community and has an inner connection to the tear- 
ing of the curtain. Luke, by contrast, weakens it: “Truly, this human being 
was righteous.” This sounds more plausible for Theophilus: the execution 
of Jesus was a judicial murder.*’ Luke has already introduced the lament- 
ing crowd with the women in Jesus’ walk to the cross (23.27-31) and cor- 
respondingly concludes the dramatic scene with a reference to the deep 


83 Reldmeier 1987, passim. 

84 Mark 15.35. Cf. Schwemer 1998, 14-15. It could also be another mocking of the 
messianic claim of Jesus: Elijah should come and take Jesus down from the cross and 
anoint him, see Justin, Dial. 8.3: he is unknown and powerless péyets &v EAO@vV “HAtacs 
XAL PAVEQOV TAOL TOON. 

8° Mark 15.36 = Matt 27.48-49. The scene is lacking in Luke. John 19.28-29, by con- 
trast, recounts a real giving of something to drink as a reaction to the “O6upa” of Jesus: for 
John it has anti-docetic character. 

8© Mark 15.37: ddelc dewviy peyarnv éEénvevoev, similarly Matt 27.50: mow 
xodsac Movi] peyGayn adfjxev tO mvedpa. This cry is interpreted in Luke 23.46 via 
Ps 31.6 and in John 19.30 via the cry tetéAgotat. On this, see Schwemer 1998, 23-27 
and Hengel 1989b, 279, 284ff. (= 2007b, 633, 638ff.): John 19.30 contains an allusion to 
Gen 2.1-2. The work of “new creation” is “finished” with the death of Jesus. The Sabbath 
rest (19.31) now begins in the tomb. 

87 Mark 10.45; 14.24. 

88 Mark 15.39: GANO@s ObTOS 6 &vVOQWNOS Vids Heot Hv. In Matt 27.54 this 
becomes the confession of the whole team of guards in response to an earthquake, which 
has been added. 

8° Luke 23.47-49. dixaoc is, to be sure, also a predicate of the servant of God accord- 
ing to Isa 53.11: yasdiq saddiq ’abdi larabbim. On this, see Mittmann-Richert 2008. An 
Old Latin manuscript (g') and the oldest Syriac textual witnesses (sy**) add a reference 
to the destruction of Jerusalem: dicentes: vae nobis quae facta sunt hodie propter pec- 
cata nostra appropinquavit enim desolatio Hierusalem. This could be an addition from the 
Diatessaron. 
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dismay of the observers: they beat their breasts before they return home 
(23.48). The author—who writes only a few years after the destruction of 
Jerusalem and, still being deeply moved by this event, writes about it in 
the greatest detail of all the evangelists—establishes in this way a con- 
nection between the crucifixion of Jesus and the catastrophe of the year 
10CE.” 


21.3 The Entombment”! 


On the basis of Deut 21.22-23, according to Jewish law, the tality, the per- 
son who is stoned and thereafter hanged, whose corpse was hanged on a 
tree as a sign of the divine curse, is not permitted to remain “on the wood” 
overnight but must be taken down and buried before the onset of darkness. 
This specification was applied in New Testament times also to persons 
who died on a cross. Through the intervention of a “noble councillor,” 
Joseph of Arimathea,’? who presumably belonged to the lay nobility and 
was perhaps a member of the Sanhedrin, secures a proper burial for Jesus. 
Mark does not characterize him directly as a disciple of Jesus, but he is 
said to be one “who was waiting for the kingdom of God,’ i.e., for Mark 
he belonged to those Jews who had been impressed by the eschatologi- 
cal preaching of the Baptist and of Jesus. He could be called a sympa- 
thizer of Jesus.” According to the “ideal” law of the Mishnah, there were 


20 Hengel 2008c, 324-31 (ET = 2000b, 189-94). In his passion story, Luke must have 
used a “special source,’ which corresponds more to his theology than the Markan por- 
trayal. It is probably based, at least in part, on older tradition. As in the birth story in Luke 1 
and 2, Luke’s own shaping and original source cannot be separated here. Perhaps, what is 
in view is his own older notes, which could go back in part to eyewitness reports. 

°! Blinzler 1969, 387ff.; Pesch 1984b, 509-19; Brown 1994, II: 1240-41; Hengel 
2001a; Dunn 2003b, 781 ff. 

»? Mark 15.43: evoynuwv Bovdeutis. Matthew 27.57 turns him into a “rich man” 
(cf. Isa 53.9 LXX). For this he omits the “councillor” and designates him as a disciple of 
Jesus (Eua0ntEv0y tH Tynoot). A Jewish “councillor,” which means in his time a rabbinic 
“Sanhedrist,” is for him not capable of such a deed. In a similar way he changes the “leader 
of a synagogue” in Mark 5.22, 35 into an Goyov (Matt 9.18, 23) and deletes Jesus’ positive 
judgment on the scribe in Mark 12.28, 34. In Matt 22.35 this scribe becomes a vouLxd¢ 
who tests Jesus, in dependence on Luke 10.25. Luke 23.50-51 supplements the BovAeutis 
with the predicate “good and upright” and stresses that he had not agreed with the “reso- 
lution and deed” of the Sanhedrin. For John Joseph appears as a “secret disciple of Jesus 
out of fear for the Jews,” who buries the corpse together with Nicodemus (19.38-39). The 
Markan version is the most original. 

°3 Probably Ramatayim, 1 Sam 1.1, a small city ca. thirty kilometers northwest of 
Jerusalem; see Gorg 1991, 167. 

4 Mark 15.43: xal abtds Hv MoCDSEexOLEVOS TiV Pactreiav tod Oeod. 

°° The role of Joseph of Arimathea also suggests that Jesus was no longer an unknown 
person in Jerusalem already prior to the Passover of his death and, as was also the case in 
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two special burial places for criminals, for sinners should not be placed 
together with the righteous.”° There is no reason to relate this text to Jesus. 
After all, Jesus was not condemned and executed by a Jewish court but 
by the Romans. The control over his corpse was solely in the hands of the 
prefect. With his crucifixion the hierarchs had achieved their goal. 
Roman law was familiar—as a punishment that accompanied 
execution—with the refusal of any honoring of the dead, which included 
proper burial. The corpses of the Christians who were tortured to death in 
the arena in Lyon in 177 CE were guarded for six days and finally burned, 
and their ashes were thrown in the Rhone.’ The one who removed the 
corpse of an executed person without authorization had to reckon with 
punishment.”® The release was left solely to the discretion of the authority 
that had decreed the sentence of death, i.e., in the case of Jesus, to the dis- 
cretion of Pilate.°? We have, however, numerous witnesses for the fact that 
the petition for the release of the corpse of executed persons was granted 
in a generous way. Above all, Augustus usually gave a positive answer 
to such petitions of relatives. With the later emperors this was almost the 
rule.'° It is thus understandable that Joseph of Arimathea “dared” to turn 
to Pilate'®’ and that the prefect granted the petition of this influential man, 
presumably on account of the usual financial incentive.'°* Perhaps we may 
view this feature as an indication that Pilate did not consider the guilt of 
Jesus to be very weighty. After all, according to all that we know, in contrast 


Bethany, had a certain number of followers or sympathizers. Therefore, a little later the 
community of disciples could find a foothold in Jerusalem. 

°© m. Sanh. 6.7c. Corresponding to the four types of execution stipulated in Mishnah 
Sanhedrin, there was a grave “for stoned persons and burned persons and a different one 
for beheaded persons and strangled persons” (i.e., for the four Jewish types of execution). 
“When the flesh had decayed, the bones were gathered buried in their place,” i.e., in the 
family tomb. At the same time, the relatives were to express their agreement with witnesses 
(accusers) and judges. An outer mourning was forbidden to them. See Krauss 1933, 204—5. 
Here, we are largely dealing with an unrealistic construction, which cannot be related to the 
burial of Jesus; cf. Josephus, J.W. 4.317 and Ant. 4.202; 5.44; Bill. I: 1049. Blinzler 1969, 
390-91. On the burial of Jesus, see also Hengel 2001a, 129-38. 

°” Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.1.62; cf. Mart. Pol. 17.2: The release of the corpse is pre- 
vented so that the Christians do not honor the martyrs instead of the crucified one. 

°8 See the novella in Petronius, Sat. 111-112, about the military guarding of a crucified 
criminal whose corpse is stolen by his family. 

7? Tt belonged to the arbitrium iudicantis; see section 21.1.1 with note 13. 

109 Blinzler 1969, 385-86. Dig. 48.24.3: corpora animadversorum quibuslibet petenti- 
bus ad sepulturam danda sunt. 

101 Mark 15.43 portrays this in a way that is true to the situation: toAujoas eiofAOev 
MEd TOV TTAAtov nat HIhoato TO oWpa tod Tnood. In the case of a political criminal, 
the step of the petitioner was not entirely without risk. 

102 Philo, Legat. 302 mentions in the first position of his vices the SwooSoxia (ie., 
capability of being bribed), then UBeets and demayat. 
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to the clan of Annas and Caiaphas, he did not further harass the followers 
of Jesus in the following six years of his time in office. This lack of infor- 
mation about the oppression of the new messianic movement in Palestine 
by the Roman authorities applies— according to our knowledge—to the 
whole first century CE.'” Joseph caused the burial to be carried out in a 
rock tomb which was shut with a roll stone and was located, according to 
John, in a garden near the place of execution. This too could preserve one 
of those valuable place specifications that are typical for John.'™ 

Doubt about the entombment tradition is unfounded. The assumption 
that the corpse of Jesus was thrown in a mass grave has no basis in the 
sources. The bones of the crucified Jonathan, son of Ezekiel (?), discov- 
ered at Mount Scopus in 1968, were also gathered after the first burial in 
the usual way in a family ossuary, and in this traces of an anointing of 
the bones with oil (after the second burial) were even still visible, as the 
women wanted to do to the corpse of Jesus.’ The fact that from the begin- 
ning the entombment of Jesus was not an insignificant feature is evident 
from 1 Cor 15.3-4, where the formula “that Christ died for our sins accord- 
ing to the Scriptures” is followed by the phrase “and that he was bur- 
ied.” We are not dealing here with a superfluous formula. It constitutes the 
bridge between the death of Jesus and the confession of his resurrection.'” 

With this the story of Jesus appeared to be concluded once and for all, 
for Pilate and the Jewish leaders but also for the disciples who had fled, 
who probably stayed hidden in Jerusalem,'®’ since, after all, the women 
had likewise continued to remain in Jerusalem. The day of Jesus’ death on 
the first day of the Passover festival was followed by a Sabbath,'°* which 


'03 The first execution of Christians by the Romans in Palestine of which we know is 
the execution of the second bishop of Jerusalem, Symeon, son of Clopas, allegedly a cousin 
of Jesus, who was crucified under the governor Atticus at the time of Trajan (after 98 CE): 
Hegesippus according to Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.11, 32. 

104 Mark 15.46 = Matt 27.60 = Luke 23.53; cf. John 19.41. According to Matthew, it 
was the personal tomb of Joseph. According to Mark, Luke, and John, it was new, i.e., no 
dead person had been placed in the tomb. In Gos. Pet. 23-24, Herod releases the corpse 
and the burial takes place “in his own tomb,” which is called the Garden of Joseph. The 
dependence upon John is obvious. It also becomes clear here how the tradition grows. On 
the other hand, a firm place tradition appears to be present from the beginning. On the tomb 
of Jesus, see Biddle 1998. 

'5 Mark 16.1; cf. Luke 23.56 and 24.1. See section 22.1. 

106 On this, see Hengel 2001a. The phrase xai Ott étd&dy underlines in the same way 
the reality of the death of Jesus and the reality of his “resurrection from the grave.” See 
section 22.1. 

107 CF, for example, John 20.19; Gos. Pet. 14. 

108 John 19.31 speaks of a “great Sabbath,” since it fell, according to the Johannine 
chronology, on the first day of the festival of weeks, the day after the Passover night; cf. 
also Mart. Pol. 8.1; 21.1. 
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held special weight due to the festival of unleavened bread and on which 
all activities were prohibited in the holy city. The women’s visit to the 
tomb in the early morning of the first day after the Sabbath in order to 
make up the anointing that had been left undone in the overly hurried 
entombment on the evening of the Sabbath was a final labor of love, a 
consequence of their inner bond with the failed messianic prophet Jesus of 
Nazareth. What happened, of course, was entirely different. 


PART VII 
The Testimony to the Resurrection of Jesus 


22 


The Testimony to the Resurrection of Jesus' 


The primitive community knew from the beginning that God raised the 
crucified Messiah Jesus “from the dead.” After the catastrophe of Gol- 
gotha, the flight of the disciples, and the apparent end of their hopes, this 
confession points to a radical change that is, according to human judg- 
ment, entirely unexpected. It leads to a new beginning, to the emergence 
of the church, and forms its basis today. In what follows, our interest is not 
one-sidedly with the confession of Jesus as the risen one but more with the 
emergence of this confession, i.e., we must ask about the phenomenon of 
the resurrection event, which is still historically graspable for us. 

We basically have three quite different kinds of pointers to this event: 
the resurrection confessions, the stories of the empty tomb, and—as the 
decisive statements—the reports of the appearances of the risen one before 
eyewitnesses. The confessions occur in concise form especially in the New 
Testament letters and in Acts, whereas the stories of the empty tomb and 
the appearances are found at the end of the four Gospels, at the begin- 
ning of Acts, and in a confession-like short report (as our oldest and most 
important witness) in 1 Cor 15.3-8. In relation to them we find ourselves in 
a difficult position, for in these formally disparate witnesses we are always 


' Grass 1962; Rengstorf 1967a; Campenhausen 1966; K. Lehmann 1968; Kremer 
1967; 1973; Pesch 1973a; 1973b; Kasper 1973; Schelkle 1973; Stuhlmacher 1973; Hengel 
1973 = 2006a, 52-73; Kasper 1977, 124-62 (GV = 1974, 145-88); Theissen/Merz 1998, 
474-511 (GV = 1997, 415-46). Cf. the contributions of Chester 2001; Schwemer 2001a; 
2010; Hengel 2001a; Eckstein 2003. Cf. the annotated bibliography, which considers only 
English-language literature, in Charlesworth/Elledge 2006, 233-40. 

> The formulaic expression éyeigewv é% vexod@v (more rarely also GviotévaL) occurs 
in almost all the writings of the New Testament about thirty times, chiefly in relation to 
the resurrection of Christ and most frequently in Paul. Cf. Eckstein 2003, 232ff. The resur- 
rection statements can point both to God as acting subject and to Jesus (or Christ, Kyrios, 
Son of God). 
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dealing at the same time with statements of faith, which largely elude the 
objectifying grasp of the observer and appear foreign to our world which 
we define in the technical terms of the natural sciences. As was already 
the case in the quest for the human being Jesus of Nazareth, here it is 
all the more true that we can speak only of attempts to draw near. 


22.1 The Oldest Witness: 1 Cor 15.3-8° 


This witness, which is one of the most frequently discussed and most con- 
troversial texts of the New Testament, goes back in terms of content to the 
beginnings of the primitive community in Jerusalem. All three forms of 
references to the resurrection are combined in it: 


(a) the two-membered christological confession of the atoning death 
of Christ and his resurrection by God, 1.e., the so-called formula 
of faith; 

(b) the reference to the tomb of Jesus; 

(c) aconcise listing of the appearances of the risen one. 


The concern in 1 Cor 15.3-8 is with Jesus’ death, burial, resurrection 
on the third day, and with the fact that he was seen by many, in statements 
of extreme, unadorned brevity. The fact that such reported confessional 
statements are formulated at all is grounded in the fact that the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus could not be proclaimed as a pure testimony of faith without 
reference to a real event. Rather, there was a need to emphasize at the 
same time the eyewitness testimony of those to whom the risen one had 
appeared, who saw him and thus, according to the opinion of the earliest 
communities, really perceived him. For the persons involved the confes- 
sion was based on real, indeed, from their perspective, one must say objec- 
tive events, which were kept in memory and testified to. For the primitive 
Christian missionary preaching no confession of faith in the resurrection 
of Jesus was possible without reference to the eyewitness testimony. Paul 
therefore consciously lists the witnesses just as Luke 1.2 speaks later of 
“eyewitnesses and servants of the word,’ who passed on the Jesus tradi- 
tion; for the eyewitness testimony led in the case of the persons involved 


. Schrage 2001, 10-108; Hengel 2001a; Schwemer 2007. 

4 Heb 2.3 is similar; see note 36 in chapter | and section 6.41 with note 130; cf. also 
Paul himself in 1 Cor 9.1 and 15.8. In terms of substance, Luke is completely correct with 
the reference—which is often criticized by theologians—to eyewitness testimony in Acts 
1.22; 2.32; 3.15; 5.32; 10.41; cf. 26.16. John 20.29 (cf. 17.20); 1 Pet 1.8 refer to the situa- 
tion of later generations. On this, see Hengel 2012b (GV = 2007a); Bauckham 2017, 114ff. 
and elsewhere. Cf. also Hengel 2005. 
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to the proclamation of what was seen and really experienced. With the 
confession of Peter and John before the leaders of the people in Acts 
4.20—“we cannot keep silent about what we have seen and heard” — Luke 
reproduces a primitive Christian consensus.° Paul himself confesses in 
1 Cor 9.1: “Am I not an apostle, have I not see Jesus, our Lord?” In primi- 
tive Christianity, lived history as “salvation history” and proclaimed mes- 
sage of salvation are indivisibly joined to a unity. 

When Paul, in ca. 49/50 CE, founded the community in Corinth just 
twenty years after the Passover of Jesus’ death, he taught there newly 
gained Christians “among the first points’ precisely the confession which 
he quotes in 1 Cor 15 and which, in addition to the salvation event of the 
death and resurrection of Jesus, also lists the first eyewitnesses. At the same 
time, he designates this confession-like historical report as evayyéov. 
We could designate these three verses as an important crystallized core of 
the later Gospel writing. In so doing Paul surely also provided narrative 
elaboration on these confession-like statements. Without such elaboration 
they would not have been comprehensible at all to Corinthian Jewish and 
Gentile Christians. This means that here Paul identifies an event in space 
and time that is real for him, which at the same time bursts the human expe- 
rience of space and time, as publicly proclaimed message of salvation, as 
“kerygma.’’ The fundamental opposition between experienceable history 
and kerygma as “pure word event,” which has been stressed recently, did 
not exist in this way for earliest Christianity. As the Gospel according to 
Mark must be understood as a kerygmatically shaped historical account,® 
so too the Pauline-primitive Christian formula of 1 Cor 15.3ff. must be 
understood for the apostle and his mission communities as a confession 
with historical content and only as such as evayyéALov. 

The listing of the resurrection witnesses in 1 Cor 15.3-8 is admittedly 
not completely uniform. A fashioned confession is probably present only 
in vv. 3-5: 


> Acts 4.20: ob duvdpe0a . . . Hpeic G eiSapev xal Hxovoapev wr) AaAetv. Cf. the 
instruction of the risen one to Saul/Paul according to the third report of Luke in Acts 26.16: 
OANA avaotnOt xat OTHOL Et TOUS MOSAIC Gov: Eig TODTO YAQ WHOHV Got, ME0xXELOt- 
oac0at oe UmMeétHy xai UGOETVOEG WV TE ELdéC LE MV TE OPOHOOUGL CoOL. Cf. already 
Luke 19.37 the praise of the disciples at the entry into Jerusalem meQl TAOMV . .. WV ciSOV 
OUVVOMEWV. 

° First Corinthians 15.3: maoéSwxa ... EV MOWTOLC. 

7 On the term in Paul, which is almost interchangeable with “gospel,” see Rom 16.25; 
1 Cor 1.21; 2.4; 15.14 and 2 Tim 4.17; Tit 1.3. Correspondingly, the verb xnevooetv 
comes close to evayyed(TEoOa. 

® On the Gospel as narration of the “salvation event,” cf. Mark 1.1: doxi) tod evay- 
yehtov Inoot Xe.otod ... and on this, 14.9. See Hengel 2008c, 158-96 (ET = 2000b, 
90-115). 
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that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures 

and that he was buried 

and that he was raised on the third day according to the Scriptures 
and that he appeared to Cephas, 

then to the twelve.’ 


It recounts an event which the men whom Paul names experienced and 
testified to and which, in addition, was theologically interpreted and con- 
fessed as an eschatological saving event in the formulas “for our sins” and 
“according to the Scriptures.” What interests us is the specifications about 
concrete events contained in it. Here a reference is made in the first line 
to the death of the Messiah. In this pre-Pauline formula, Christos has not 
yet been smoothed down to a personal name but expresses the messianic 
dignity of the crucified one. The statement of the death of Christ, which 
is widespread in Acts and in the letters of the New Testament, is founded, 
among other things, on the memory that Jesus was crucified because of 
his messianic claim as “king of the Jews.”’° Through the resurrection God 
had proven true his messianic claim—which appeared to be refuted by the 
crucifixion—in an entirely unexpected, unfathomable way. 

The second statement, “that he was buried” (Ott €tTAHyH), is often 
misinterpreted. It does not simply underline in a banal way the reality of 
the death of Jesus, as is often claimed, for this was not yet doubted at the 
time of Paul. This did not occur until fifty—sixty years later in the Johan- 
nine corpus and in Ignatius through the so-called docetists. This statement 
emphasizes in the first place that Jesus not only died but— what was not 
entirely self-evident for one who was executed as a criminal—was placed 
in a tomb. Paul also refers to Christ being buried in Rom 6.4.'' A meaning- 
less empty phrase had no place in such a “confession.” In antiquity, crimi- 
nals were sometimes left to the “vultures and dogs” for “burial.”'? Thus, 


? First Corinthians 15.3-5: 


OTL XQLOTOS AMEDAVEV VITEO TOV CUALTLOAV NULAV XOATHA TAs YOAPAS. 
XL OTL ETAON 
Hal OTL EYNYEOTAL TH NUEOG TH TOIT XATA TAS YOAcas 
xa StL OPOH Kynpa 
eita totic SMdSexa. 
'0 Hengel 2002, 240-61. On the “dying formulas” in connection with XQuotdc, see 
Rom 5.6, 8; 6.9; 14.9, 15; 1 Cor 8.11. See the end of section 21.3 and note 34 below. 
‘1 Cf. also Col 2.12; Acts 13.29. Outside of the Gospels these are the only references. 
See Hengel 2001a, 136ff. On the denial of the humanity and thus also of the death of Jesus 
by the docetists, see Hengel 1993a, 176-201 (ET = 1989a, 59-72). 
'2 Cf. Homer, Il. 22.350-354: Achilles refuses burial to the dying Hector. Even if his 
father wanted to counterbalance his corpse with gold, “the dogs and birds will tear you 
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the still living memory of the burial of Jesus stands behind it. After all, the 
event lay only a short time in the past. Another controversial question is 
whether knowledge about the discovery of the empty tomb is implicitly 
presupposed in the phrase “‘and that he was buried.” In our view, this too 
is the case and means that with the phrase “that he was buried” more was 
being communicated than simply the real death of Jesus. Rather, it speaks 
at least as much to the radical contrast between entombment and resurrec- 
tion and thus to the reality of the following resurrection statements. In Pal- 
estinian Judaism and to some extent also in the diaspora, rising from the 
dead was understood very concretely as the leaving of the grave through 
God’s miracle. Behind this stands the eschatological hope of the restitu- 
tion of all Israel in the kingdom of God through the resurrection of the 
dead following prophetic texts such as Ezek 37.1-28, Isa 26.19, and espe- 
cially Dan 12.2-3, 13.'° The formula says: The risen one, who appeared to 
the disciples, is the one who was buried. Here we must consider the fact 
that Paul, in 1 Cor 15, fights for the reality of the Christian hope in the 
resurrection against the typical Greek contestation of the bodily resurrec- 
tion in Corinth. To be sure, in 15.49ff., he says “that flesh and blood can- 
not inherit the kingdom of God” but rather needs transformation into the 
image of the exalted Lord, which awaits all believers at the parousia.'* But 
this is not a confirmation of the Greek radical devaluation of the body and 
not a restriction of the resurrection to a purely spiritual event, for in v. 51 
it is stated clearly that while not all die, “we will all be changed” (mavtEc 
dé GAAaynooueOa). This means that body and soul will not be separated. 
The body is not rejected as “prison” or “tomb of the soul’ as in Platonism 
but changed: the “fleshly body” (O@ua oaextxov) becomes a “spiritual 
body” (O@ua mvevwatLxOv), which corresponds to God’s holiness; this 
applies to those who have fallen asleep and to those who are alive. The 
primitive community apparently interpreted the resurrection of Jesus from 
the beginning as a transformation of the corpse. According to Jesus’ con- 
troversy with the Sadducees in Mark 12.18-27, those who are resurrected 
through God’s creative power will be “as the angels in heaven” and thus 


apart.” On this, see Hengel 1982a, 17-20. According to a verse inscription from Caria, a 
slave who had murdered his master was crucified “as food for the birds and wild animals.” 
Hengel 1977a, 76. See also the guarding of the corpse of a crucified robber in Petronius, 
Sat. 11.5ff., which was meant to hinder a burial: Hengel 1977a, 48. 

'3 See Hengel 2001a, 150-72. 

'4 Cf. also Rom 8.29-30; Phil 3.20-21; Back 2002, 161-84. 

'S On this, see Schweizer 1971, 1028 (GV = 1964, 1028.35ff.): “Thus the o@uc is felt 
to be the ofa of the soul ... , an evil in which man is trapped . . . and which is thus to be 
despised and avoided as much as possible.” 
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not know of marriage any longer," i.e., the concern is with transformation 
as “new creation” amidst preservation of personal bodily identity. 

According to the primitive Christian accounts, the risen one can 
“appear” suddenly and become invisible, go through closed doors, and 
yet, on the other hand, he can be touched, indeed can even consume 
food.'’ For Palestinian Jews of a Pharisaic character—and Paul was a for- 
mer Pharisee—the resurrection was only imaginable as a bodily resur- 
rection from the grave. It is wrongheaded when it is stressed time and 
again that the stories of the empty tomb are late legends without exception, 
with the rationale that it is not spoken of in the oldest confession of 1 Cor 
15.3ff. In the conciseness of the confession statements we must assume 
that the statement “that he was buried” with the following statement “he 
was raised on the third day” together imply the tradition of the empty 
tomb, with the reference to burial admittedly still being ambiguous when 
taken on its own. The fact that the women, who play the decisive role in 
the Gospels’ accounts of Easter morning, are completely absent from this 
entire list is connected with the fact that according to Jewish law, they 
had no witness function and therefore would be out of place in a proof 
through witnesses;'* indeed it is connected with the fact that the testimony 
of women was regarded as questionable. In itself it is unlikely that only 
men saw appearances of the risen one. Nevertheless, Paul passes over the 
women for this reason. Celsus still has his Jewish informant mock: “Who 
then has seen this? A crazy woman, as you say... .”!” Thus, when Paul 
says nothing expressis verbis about the empty tomb and the women, this 
does not prove that he knew nothing about them and that these traditions 
were based on late legends. The narrative confession is also silent about 
other “fundamental facts,” for example that Jesus was crucified and that 
his execution in Jerusalem took place at the festival of Passover. 

Scarcely less controversial is the dating “raised on the third day.” 
Among other things, it has been objected against this dating—which, 
in our view, can be explained best by the discovery of the empty tomb 
by the women on Easter morning, i.e., on the third day after the death 


'6 Mark 12.25: GAN elolv w> Gyyedot év Toig OVEAVOIs = Matt 22.30; cf. Luke 
20.36: iodyyehot.. . xal viot eioiv Beod. See section 18.4 with note 74. 

TT uke 24.15, 31, 40ff.; Matt 28.9, 16ff.; John 20.14ff., 19ff., 24-29; cf. 1 John 1.1. 
See section 22.2.2 with notes 100—101. On this, cf. Schwemer 2004. 

'8 Bill. III: 558-60; cf. 217, 251. The basis is Sifre Deut. 190: “Men and not women”; 
m. Sebu. 4.1—2: “The oath of witnesses applies in the case of men but not of women.” On 
individual exceptions, see m. ‘Ed. 1.2; m. Yebam. 15.2—3. See Ilan 1999, 53. 

'? Origen, Cels. 2.55: tic tovto elde; Puvi) mQotote0c, dc mate. This refers to 
John 20.11-18, cf. Matt 28.8-10. 
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of Jesus—that this detail was “spun out’? of a scriptural proof, namely 
Hos 6.1-2. There, it says: “Come, let us return to YHWH, for he has torn 
us and will heal us... , he will revive us after two days, on the third day 
he causes us to rise, that we may live before him.” Against this hypothesis 
stands not only the collective reference to sinful Israel which has fallen 
away from God—the whole is a prayer of repentance, which fits badly 
with the crucified Messiah—but also the fact that this text is quoted neither 
in the New Testament nor in the whole of the second century. It is only 
with Tertullian, after 200 CE, that it is adduced as a proof from Scripture.”! 
The motif of the resurrection on the third day is too firmly and frequently 
anchored in the most diverse strata of the tradition” to be regarded as 
a late invention from Scripture. The early emphasis on the first day of 
the week in the primitive community also shows that concrete memory 
stands behind this specification.”* For the community this historical expe- 
rience was connected with the special meaning of the “third day” as a 
“short period of time” in Old Testament texts.*4 The first appearances cer- 
tainly did not take place only quite some time after the death of Jesus, for 
example with a temporal distance of weeks or months in Galilee. We find 
visions of people who have died on multiple occasions in Judaism. What 
is “without analogy” is for the primitive community the appearance of the 
one who has been raised bodily from the grave before many witnesses. 


0 On the term, see Conzelmann 1965, 7 (= 1974, 137); Conzelmann 1967, 52 (ET = 
1969, 66). 

*! Tertullian, Marc. 4.43.1, as prophecy of the women and their service on Sunday 
morning. Cf. also Ps.-Tertullian, Adv. Jud. 13.23. On this, see Hengel 2001a, 132ff., and 
the discussion of the whole problem there. The text may have already played a role in 
primitive Christianity, but the resurrection of Jesus “on the third day” cannot simply be 
derived from it. On Hos 6.2, see in detail K. Lehmann 1968, 205-30. Among other things 
Lehmann points (182-85) to the enigmatic temporal specification in Luke 13.32: tf toefty 
(LEO) TEeAELOD LAL. 

2 T uke 9.22: 13.32; Acts 10.40 and elsewhere. In addition, we also have the statement 
of the resurrection “after three days”: Mark 8.31; 9.31; 10.34; John 2.19-20 in the temporal 
sense of within a short period of time. 

°3 Cf. 1 Cor 16.2; Acts 20.7; Rev 1.10. See section 22.1.1 with note 73 below. 

4 Genesis 22.4; 31.22; 34.25; 40.20; 42.18; Exod 19.11, 15-16; Lev 7.17-18; Num 
19.12, 19; Josh 9.17; Judg 20.30 etc. On this, see K. Lehmann 1968, 159-316. On the 
symbolic meaning of the third day, see Gese 1981, 164 (GV = 1977, 148). The formula 
expresses the direct connection with the crucifixion. 

°° Cf., e.g., | Sam 28.3-25; see also Josephus, Ant. 6.332-336; 2 Macc 15.12-16. See 
further Luke 16.19-31. In the parable of the rich man and poor Lazarus, the brothers of 
the rich man would not repent if Lazarus appeared to them as one who had risen from the 
dead. Cf. the elaboration in John 11. See Frey 1997-2000, III: 423-24. The appearance of 
the dead in a dream is widespread in Jewish texts: Josephus, Ant. 17.349-353: Glaphyra’s 
deceased first husband Alexander, son of Herod I, appears to her shortly before she dies. 
Rabbinic attestations can be found in Bill. I: 228ff. on Luke 16.24 and 233 on Luke 16.30. 
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Presumably only the mention of Cephas and the twelve belonged to the 
original formula. The other witnesses were joined to it later or were added 
by Paul. Cephas, from Aramaic kéfa’, rock, Greek [létooc, was the Ara- 
maic byname that Jesus had given to Simon.*° The disciple, who already 
played a central role in the most intimate circle around Jesus, was the lead- 
ing figure in the primitive community in Jerusalem until he had to hand 
over the leadership function to James, the brother of the Lord,”’ due to the 
persecution under Agrippa I, and with this became—despite the division of 
the spheres of mission in Gal 2.7—a competitor of the Pauline mission 
between Asia Minor and Rome. We owe considerable portions of the Gos- 
pel tradition to him. It is no accident that he always occupies the first posi- 
tion in the lists of disciples in the Gospels. We have no detailed narrative of 
this first appearance to Peter. However, the concise, almost confession-like 
formulation with which the eleven gathered in Jerusalem receive the return- 
ing Emmaus disciples in Luke shows that the knowledge of this remained 
alive: “The Lord has truly risen and has appeared to Simon.” Here too we 
are dealing with an old formula.”® 

Cephas-Peter is followed by the “twelve,’”’ i.e., the more intimate 
circle of disciples that was already gathered by Jesus, which expressed his 
claim on the twelve-tribe people. It 1s possible that Simon-Cephas called 
this circle together again on the basis of the first appearance to him. The 
“twelve” go back to the call of the earthly Jesus and were not constituted 
for the first time by the appearances of the risen one. The betrayer Judas 
had already belonged to it until Jesus’ last night. The fact that Paul speaks 
of the “twelve” and not—as would have been historically exact—of the 
“eleven” is conditioned by the fact that “the twelve” was an established 
term*’ and the eleven had been quickly supplemented again through the 


6 Mark 3.16; see section 11.6 with notes 145-49. It is conspicuous that Paul usually 
uses the Aramaic name, which occurs eight times, in relation to his Greek-speaking com- 
munities. The only exception is in Gal 2.7-8. On the person of Cephas and the significance 
of his name, see Hengel 2010a (GV = 2006b). In our view, the name should more likely 
be translated with “rock” than with “stone.” The wordplay métoeoc—aétoEa in Matt 16.18 
may very well go back to the primitive community, for example to the Hellenists. 

?7 Acts 12.1-17; cf. the sequence of the three pillars with James at the head in Gal 2.9. 
The persecution probably took place at the Passover festival in 43 CE. See section 3.1.4 
with notes 270-72. 

8 Cf. Luke 24.34: dvtme HyéOON 6 xbELOG nal POy Tipwwve. On this, see section 
22.2.2 and Eckstein 2003, 152ff. On the emphatic, front-placed Ovtwc, see Luke 23.47; 
Mark 11.32; John 8.36; 1 Cor 14.25. It gives the formula the character of a confession. 

> First Corinthians 15.5: eita toic SWdexa. 

3° Cf, Gos. Pet. 59: hpeic dé of SHSexa LAOyTAl tod xvotou éxdatopev xa ervu- 
movuE0a (“But we, the twelve disciples of the Lord, wept and grieved”; trans. Ehrman/ 
PleSe 2011, 387). See further Justin, Dial. 42.1. One could point to the designation—which 
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election of Matthias.*' It is also significant that Paul can presuppose that 
the Corinthians know who these twelve are. He must, as with Cephas- 
Peter, also have spoken about them” when he explained this formula to the 
Corinthians at the founding of the community. According to | Cor 1.12, 
Cephas-Peter appears to have visited Corinth himself later. The commu- 
nity there knew much more about him and the other resurrection witnesses 
than we do. 

The age of this foundational formula is controversial. While J. Jer- 
emias* hypothesizes an Aramaic Urform in Jerusalem, H. Conzelmann,* 
among others, postulates that the confession emerged first in Antioch, for 
which there is no indication. In any case, the content of the foundational 
formula points back to the primitive community. In it there is not yet talk 
of the institutional church but only of the first Palestinian witnesses. The 
controversial but insoluble question of an Aramaic Urform is immaterial, 
for Greek was also spoken in Jerusalem. The text probably arose where 
Cephas and the twelve were active: in the Jewish capital. Paul became 
acquainted with it shortly after his conversion in ca. 33 CE, presumably 
in Damascus, where he was baptized and received into the community.* 
After all, following his call, he immediately became a missionary in 
Nabataean Arabia and traveled to Jerusalem about three years later to get 
to know the first resurrection witness, Peter-Cephas.*° It is plausible that 


can be documented since Justin—‘“the seventy” for the translators of the Septuagint, 
although there were seventy-two according to the original tradition. See Hengel 1999b, 
335-42; cf. also Luke 10.1 and the varia lectio 72. By contrast, the canonical evangelists 
consistently have ot évéexa: cf. Luke 24.9, 33; Acts 1.26; 2.14; Matt 28.16; Mark 16.14. 
According to John 20.19ff., Jesus initially appears to only ten disciples, since Thomas is 
absent. 

31 Acts 1.15ff.; on this, cf. also John 20.24: Thomas is gic x tHV SHSexa, although 
only eleven disciples remain. See also Gos. Pet. 59 (on the Greek text, see note 30 above): 
“we, the twelve disciples.” On the twelve as apostles, see the following discussion in this 
section. 

°° Cf. 1 Cor 9.5; Gal 1.17, 19. 

*? Jeremias 1966c, 101-5 (GV = 1967a, 95-98); 1966b; 1969c. 

34 Conzelmann 1965 (= 1974, 131-41); he is followed by Vielhauer 1965b, 57-61 
(= 1965a, 180-84); Giittgemanns 1968. For the discussion, see Schrage 2001, 21-25. He 
regards an emergence in Jerusalem as possible. The dispute is focused especially on the 
question of whether the meaning “messiah” still shines through in youotdc. This is cer- 
tainly still the case in the pre-Pauline dying formula. In Greek Xe@uotdc was completely 
unusual as a name or title of a person. The messianic meaning of Xe@uotdc did not com- 
pletely disappear in a short time: see Hengel 2002, 240-61 (250-51). Rather, it remained 
alive in the whole of primitive Christianity. 

3° Galatians 1.17: Among the tov¢ 100 éL00 Gm00TOAOUG the “twelve” are the core 
group. 

3° According to Gal 1.18 he stays for fifteen days with Peter; see Hengel/Schwemer 
1998, 229-36 (ET = 1997, 144-50). 
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this formula goes back to the Hellenists who were driven out of Jerusalem, 
who for their mission needed a concise summary of the kerygma, which 
they mediated to the newly converted Christians as an “iron ration.” 

Paul supplemented the fundamental formula of 1 Cor 15.3-5 with addi- 
tional specifications of witnesses, probably at the latest during his time as a 
missionary in Cilicia and Syria.*’ The great number of witnesses is meant 
to reinforce the proclamation of the risen one through the argument that an 
illusion, a self-deception of an individual or a group, is impossible, for the 
number of the witnesses is overwhelming; moreover, they are also very 
different in character. For Paul the certainty of his faith did not depend on 
this number—after all, he had seen the Lord himself—but for the mission 
communities founded by him a reliable list of witnesses was necessary. 
The fourfold eita or éeita from the twelve via the five hundred until 
James and “all the apostles” is in itself to be understood temporally, but 
not in the sense of a strict chronology; thus, it is not, for example, said that 
the appearance before GO0TOAOL MAVTES must have happened at one time 
and prior to the appearance before the five hundred brothers.** Rather, 
the concern is probably with a larger number of appearances, for those 
who are specified with “all the apostles” were more numerous than “the 
twelve.” Luke is the first to reduce the apostles to the circle of the twelve. 
Their scope remains uncertain and was probably also contested already 
early on. Peter, James, and the rest of the eleven certainly belonged to it.°*? 
By contrast, in the case of the five hundred a shared seeing is stressed by 
the emphatic émdasaé. It is also uncertain whether the whole list is exhaus- 
tive. Paul need not have listed all the witnesses known to him here. At the 
end he places himself in the series of eyewitnesses. To be sure, he clearly 
demarcates himself from the previous appearances—chronologically as 
well—through the emphatic “but last of all he appeared also to me as to 
one untimely born.”*° As the last by far he is a controversial special case 
and as such an example of the free, electing grace of God. 

The majority of the “more than five hundred brothers” mentioned in 
1 Cor 15.6, to whom the risen one appeared in a shared vision, were still 


37 Galatians 1.19ff.: ca. 36-48 CE. The first supplementations presumably go back 
already to the informants from whom he received the tradition. After all, as a persecutor in 
Jerusalem he was probably already confronted with the claims of the followers of Jesus. 

38 Thus, the two Emmaus disciples could, for example, be assigned to this group or 
also Barnabas; see | Cor 9.5-7. 

° Cf. 1 Cor 9.1ff. The apostleship of Paul, by contrast, was not generally recognized. 
On this, see Frey 2004, passim. 

“9 First Corinthians 15.8: £oyatov Sé AAVIMV MOMEEL TH ExTOMMATL OPO xcWol. 
On the unusual expression éxtewMpa, see Spicq 1978, I: 237ff. Paul expresses with this the 
unusual character and suddenness of his life turn to faith and to apostleship (239). 
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alive twenty years later at the time of the founding of the community in 
Corinth, though some had “fallen asleep,” which also means that Paul is 
well informed about the details of the founding event in Palestine. He 
could indeed also have written an “Acts of the Apostles.” Impulses toward 
this are present in his letters.*’ But his task was a different one. We do 
not know where and in what manner this greatest of all Christophanies 
occurred. We can assume that women also belonged to it and that it was 
scarcely an assembly of men alone. The term “brother” points to the fact 
that the Christophany occurred in the midst of the members of the primi- 
tive community, i.e., the church in statu nascendi. At the same time, it is 
the only relatively reliable larger number from the history of the primitive 
church. The numbers at the beginning of Acts—120 (10 x 12) at the elec- 
tion of Matthias before Pentecost, the three thousand at Pentecost, and the 
five thousand a little later*’—have only limited historical value.** We do 
not even know whether this appearance occurred in Galilee or in Jerusa- 
lem. Since Paul knew the Jerusalem community better, we are inclined 
to assume the latter. Since C. H. Weisse, in 1838, via A. von Harnack, 
E. von Dobschiitz, and K. Holl through to J. Jeremias, this appearance 
before the five hundred has been brought into connection with the account 
of Pentecost in Acts 2.44 This remains an unprovable postulate: the only 
tertium comparationis would be the mass event. Against this view it has 
been rightly objected that the Pentecost story in Acts 2 speaks not of a 
Christophany but of the Spirit-effected Easter witness of the disciples, 
especially of Peter, that the numbers that are specified diverge completely, 
and that in Paul the bestowal of the Spirit is connected to baptism and not 
to an Easter appearance.* This example simultaneously shows how little 
we know about the history of primitive Christianity. 

A peculiarity is the appearance before James, the brother of the Lord, 
in 1 Cor 15.7. For he, in a similar way as Paul, had not previously been 
a follower of Jesus, but rather had probably adopted a critical stance 
toward his brother.*° We find a reflex of this Christophany before James, 


*' Galatians 1 and 2; 1 Cor 9.1ff.; 15.4ff., 11; Rom 15.18ff. 

# Acts 1.15; 2.41; 4.4. See Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 

‘3 The number of the “ten thousand” (uveLtadec, Acts 21.20) Jewish Christians in 
Jerusalem is also surely exaggerated. 

“4 Texts in Hoffmann 1988, 35-36; Harnack 1988, 94; cf. Gilmour 1988 (= 1981); 
supporting and opposing opinions also in Schrage 2001, 55-56 with note 198. Cf. Wilck- 
ens 2002-2005, I/2: 127-28: an appearance in Galilee is probably in view. 

45 See the objections of Kremer 1973, 233-38. 

“© John 7.2-5; cf. Mark 3.21, 31ff., and section 8.3. See also Hengel 1999b, 549-82 
(560-61). 
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the brother of the Lord, in the apocryphal Gospel of the Hebrews, which 
emerged in the first half of the second century:*” 


But when the Lord had given the linen cloth to the servant of the priest, 
he went and appeared to James. For James had taken a vow not to eat 
bread from the time he drank the cup of the Lord until he should see him 
raised from among those who sleep (trans. Ehrman/PleSe 2011, 219). 


When he appeared to him, the risen one is to have said: 


“Bring a table and bread.” . . . He took the bread and blessed it, broke 
it, gave it to James the Just, and said to him: “My brother, eat your 
bread. For the Son of Man is risen from among those who sleep” (trans. 
Ehrman/PleSe 2011, 219). 


Here we encounter James as the recipient of the first appearance of Jesus. 
The eucharistic meal scene displays a certain kinship with the account 
about the Emmaus disciples who recognize Jesus in the breaking of bread. 
This story is probably intended to ground the priority of James over Peter 
in the later Jewish Christian community.*® 

The statement “and appeared” (xal MON) of Paul in 1 Cor 15.3-8 
has a broad Old Testament prehistory and is sometimes understood as an 
expression of the legitimation of the person in question by the risen one. 
One should not, however, claim that the verb On expresses only this 
legitimation.”” Paul’s statement about his own vision of Christ already 
contradicts this view. Nor does it describe a mere coming to faith. Rather, 
as shown by the constant eita/émetta., the concern is with events that can 
be fixed chronologically. They are concrete experiences, whose last wit- 
ness, separated from all others temporally (Eoyatov ... t&vtwv), is Paul 
himself. With him the series of resurrection witnesses is concluded. 
Paul intends, as foreign as it may seem to us, a real “optic” seeing of the 
risen one, who is recognized as the crucified Jesus. If the concern were 


47 Cf. Aland 2005, 507; Ehrman/PleSe 2011, 218-19. Preserved through Jerome, Vir. 
ill. 2; cf. on the parallels, Klijn 1988, 4011; see further Klauck 2003a, 42-43 (GV = 2002, 
61-62). 

48 Cf. also Gos. Thom. 12; Schwemer 2004, 221ff., and Hengel 2010a, 9 (GV = 
2006b, 13). 

49 On this, see Eckstein 2003, 166ff.: “Neither in the Old Testament texts nor in the 
New Testament attestations is the concern with a ‘legitimation formula’ that is used in 
an exclusively technical way to ground the authority of a person without reference to the 
appearance in the actual sense” (167-68). It is an appearance that mediates authority. On 
this, see in detail below. 
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with a mere legitimation and a purely spiritual, inward “seeing of faith,” 
then it would be hard to understand why those who came to faith later 
could not also appeal in the same way to a “he appeared also to me” (OdOy 
%Qu0l).°’ For Paul and all the more for the witnesses before him the con- 
cern was with real “Christophanies,” irrespective of how we attempt to 
explain these phenomena today. 

To be sure, Paul, in 1 Cor 15.3-9 and 1 Cor 9.1, has a different concept 
of apostleship from Luke, who, except for Acts 14.4, 14, withholds this 
title from Paul (and Barnabas).°! However, in the fundamental question of 
the temporal and personal limitation of the resurrection appearances Luke 
is—despite all the large differences between them—united with Paul.” To 
be sure, there is a significant difference in the fact that Luke, according 
to Acts 1.3, restricts this limited time of the resurrection appearances to 
forty days, while Paul presupposes a longer period of time. For his call 
vision we must assume a larger distance vis-a-vis those mentioned previ- 
ously. A later tradition, which is preserved, among others, in Irenaeus and 
in the Ascension of Isaiah,>* speaks of a duration of eighteen months, dur- 
ing which the risen one stood in connection with his disciples. Harnack 
hypothesized that this was precisely the period of time until the conversion 
of Paul. With a view to what is presented in Acts 1-8, eighteen months 
seems too short to us, and we hypothesize a conversion of Paul rather in 
33 CE. Certainty cannot be obtained here. 

The Lukan restriction to the forty days of the fellowship of the risen 
one with his disciples and its conclusion through the “‘ascension” is ori- 
ented to Old Testament models—Moses at Sinai—and is aimed against 
speculative efforts to extend the time of revelation of the risen one too 
far.“ Numerous gnostic writings of the second and third centuries were 
presented as secret revelations of the risen one after Easter. Just as Luke 
restricts the apostles to the twelve, so he reduces the period of the fellowship 


°° On this later problem, see John 20.29; 1 John 3.2; 1 Pet 1.8; cf. 2 Cor 5.7. 

>! Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 45-46, 333, 358 (ET = 1997, 25-26, 218-19, 235). 

2 In Acts 10.41, in the speech before Cornelius, Luke has Peter stress that Jesus 
appeared “not to the whole people but (only) to the witnesses previously determined by 
God, i.e., to us.” 

53 Ascension of Isaiah 9.16: 545 days; Bauer 1967b, 266; in addition, we can now 
add the Apocryphon of James from Nag Hammadi (NHC I 2 p. 2): 550 days; on this, see 
Riesner 1994, 56-65; Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 47-48 (ET = 1997, 27). 

>4 That the “ascension” (as well as the “forty-day period of time”) “(is) first a product 
of Luke, as is well known” — thus, Schrage 2001, 59 n. 218, cannot be proven. In our view, 
it more likely goes back to Jerusalem tradition. Cf. the forty-day period in Jesus’ temptation 
in the wilderness (see section 10.2) and in the rapture of Ezra (4 Ezra 14.23) and Baruch 
(2 Bar. 76.4) as a time of the perfect instruction of the people. The contradiction to Paul is, 
however, obvious. 
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with the risen one as a time of revelation to the forty days. By contrast, 
Paul has a broader concept of apostleship. This is shown by the last two 
members of the series of witnesses: “all the apostles” and he himself, the 
last of all and at the same time the “least among the apostles, who is not 
worthy to be called an apostle,” because he “persecuted the community 
of God.”*> This means that for him and his communities—in contrast to 
Luke, Matt 10.2, Rev 21.4, and probably already Mark 6.30—the “apos- 
tles” are not yet identical with the twelve disciples called by Jesus. The 
AMOOTOAOL UeVtES Of 1 Cor 15.7 describe a broader circle of proclaimers, 
in which the “twelve” form the center but is by no means restricted to them 
and which is constituted by the fact that the risen one appeared to them 
all and they received their sending from him. Therefore, Paul can confront 
his opponents, who can test his apostleship, with the argument: “Am I not 
an apostle? Have I not seen our Lord Jesus?” 

In the case of “all the apostles” it need not have been one vision at 
the same point in time. Rather, we can assume that Paul summarized here 
a series of events. The scope of this circle, which receives its authority 
through the appearance of the risen one, must remain open. Paul sees him- 
self as belonging to the circle, albeit as an outsider, the last in time, and the 
lowest in rank, while knowing that his claim was contested in Jerusalem, 
at least by some.*’ In Gal 1.17 he stresses that he, after his conversion in 
or near Damascus, did not “go up to Jerusalem to the apostles before me 
(100 €L0),” but traveled to (Nabataean) Arabia. A trace of this broader 
circle is perhaps still visible in Rom 16.7, where he mentions Junia (pre- 
sumably a woman) and Andronicus, “his fellow prisoners,’ who “are 
famous among the apostles” and who became Christians before him (1700 
€uov).* Barnabas and perhaps even the seven leading Hellenists in Acts 
6 also could have included themselves in it.°? Even Luke calls Barnabas 


>° First Corinthians 15.9. On the concept of apostle in Paul and Luke, see Frey 2004, 
126ff., 144ff., 149ff. 

°° First Corinthians 9.1: ov% eipl amdotoOS; OVY InoodV TOV xVELOV UdV 
EOOOKA.... 

°7 Cf. 1 Cor 9.2: “If I am not an apostle to others (for example in Jerusalem), I am, 
nevertheless, to you. For you are the seal of my apostleship in the Lord,” because he had 
founded the community in Corinth. On this, see Hengel 2010a, 111-16 (GV = 2006b, 
180-89). 

8 It could, of course, also be the case that they possessed special honor in the circle 
of apostles as non-apostles. We also do not know whether the wives of the “apostles,” who 
accompanied their husbands on journeys (1 Cor 9.5), participated in the apostolic title. Cf. 
Hengel 2010a, 129-30 (GV = 2006b, 211). 

°°? Acts 21.8 calls Philip “ebayyedotic .. . x tHV éxté,” from the circle of the 
“seven” mentioned in Acts 6.5. The titles Gm60tOAOS and evayyedtotis are related in 
substance. They are missionary proclaimers of the gospel. Cf. later Eph 4.11; 2 Tim 4.5. 
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and Paul “apostles” in Acts 14.4, 14 on the first missionary journey —by 
the back door, so to speak.® For them it is decisive that they have received 
a sending commission from the Lord. Therefore, they bear the title “mes- 
sengers of Jesus Christ,” Gm60tOAOL Inoot Xe.ototd, on which Paul 
himself—as shown by the openings of | and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, and 
Romans— places the greatest value. The uncertainty in the interpretation 
is evident in the fact that Origen later postulates®! that the GmOOTOAOL 
mavtes of 1 Cor 15.7 are identical to the seventy from Luke 10.1. 

It is an impressive and at the same time very diverse listing of wit- 
nesses, which Paul summarizes in 1 Cor 15.3-8 under the key word wod0y 
plus a person in the dative. It is also clear that here Paul wishes to recount 
isolatable, concrete events that are separated by place and time and that the 
named witnesses are meant to vouch for the truth of these events. Never- 
theless, the meaning of Oy plus a person in the dative is not always 
completely clear. In the Septuagint, this relatively frequent formula “and 
the Lord appeared to so and so” points not only to a theophany of YHWH 
but also to the word of revelation connected to it. Even if one rejects the 
thesis that the concern in | Cor 15 is exclusively with a legitimation for- 
mula, in which the concrete “seeing” no longer plays a role,” it initially 
remains open what kind of seeing is intended here. Paul can describe the 
first appearance to Peter-Cephas and the other appearances as well as 
his own vision of Christ before Damascus with Oy plus the dative. 
In this respect he stands in a certain contradiction to the Lukan account, 
which, in the appearance of Jesus before the eleven in Luke 24.39, has 
Jesus say: “See my hands and my feet, that it is I myself. Touch me and 
see, for a spirit does not have flesh and bones.” When the disciples remain 
unbelieving, he eats a piece of cooked fish before their eyes (24.42-43). 
The risen one demonstrates his corporality in a similar manner before 


Perhaps evayyeAtotns was meant to replace Gm60tOAO¢ later, when the apostle title was 
not continued. It could, however, not establish itself. Not it but the “elders” and later the 
bishops take the place of the “apostles.” 

© See the discussion above. Luke knows about this conflict and represents the more 
narrow Jerusalem view here in Acts Iff. In that case, Acts 14.4, 14 appears as a conscious 
compromise. 

6! Origen, Cels. 2.65; cf. Theophylact, PG 124, 755. 

xc OPO xVELOS TO . . . (or the like), see Gen 12.7; 17.1; cf. 18.1; 22.14; 26.2, 24; 
35.9; 48.3; Exod 3.2; Judg 6.12; 1 Kgs 3.5; 9.2, as a translation of rd’ah in the niphal. On 
this, see Eckstein 2003, 167ff.: “As much as the moment of ‘seeing’ is emphasized already 
through the word pair MdOf\val twwU/Meav, so clearly are the Old Testament appearance 
formulas already connected with a word revelation. . . . They are perceived as visions and 
as auditions” (169, Eckstein’s emphasis). 

°3 See note 49 above. On the diverse interpretations of ddOn, see Schrage 2001, 
43-51; Stuhlmacher 2018, 196-98 (GV = 1992, 172-73). 
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Thomas (John 20.27). At the same time, he can go through closed doors, 
and suddenly appear and disappear. The transfigured corporality of the 
risen one can scarcely be portrayed in a more graphic and mysterious 
way. By contrast, according to Luke, the appearance of Christ to Paul on 
the way to Damascus is a heavenly vision.™ A light shines from heaven, 
brighter than the sun, and he hears a voice: “Saul, Saul, why do you per- 
secute me?” The hearing or seeing the light remain restricted to Paul; his 
companions perceive it only partially. In this point the vision accounts in 
Acts 9.3ff.; 22.6ff.; and 26.13ff., which deviate from each other in part, 
are relatively similar.© In 9.7 the companions see nothing and only hear, 
whereas in 22.9 they see only the light and hear nothing. With Paul it is 
completely different. According to 1 Cor 9.1, which interprets the om0y 
xauot of 15.8, he is an apostle because he has seen (€OQax%q) the Lord. 
However, when he lists the omtaoiat xal amoxnahbpets xvEiov in 2 Cor 
12.1ff., the vision before Damascus is precisely not included. It has a com- 
pletely distinctive character: Paul insists on a real seeing. He distinguishes 
this call experience—which he describes in Gal 1.15-16 and 2 Cor 4.6 
as a divine act of revelation that with respect to its content includes a 
‘hearing’ —from later visions and ecstatic experiences. Thus, a compari- 
son of Paul and Luke reveals differing presentations and evaluations of the 
appearances of the risen one. At a later time there is a tendency to portray 
these in a more graphic way, which continues in the apocryphal Gospels. 
In the Gospel of the Hebrews, which has already been quoted, Jesus hands 
over the linen corpse cloth to the slave of the high priest as evidence. In 
the Gospel of Peter,*’ the guards of the tomb and their captain see how two 
angels open the tomb and Christ ascends with them to heaven, and they 
report it to Pilate. Behind these later developments stand anti-docetic and 
apologetic tendencies. There was a desire to refute the accusation that the 
disciples had been deceived by a specter®’ and to counter objections such 
as those raised by the enemy of Christianity Celsus around 170: “If Jesus 
had really wanted to prove his divine power he would have had to appear 


4 Acts 26.19: ovoedvLOS OmTAOIG; cf. v. 13: OVEAVOOEV . . . Pac and the portrayal 
of the vision that follows. 

6 On the three accounts of Luke, see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 63-71 (ET = 1997, 
38-50), and Schwemer 2007. Perhaps Luke signals through this contradiction that diverse 
versions of it were in circulation. 

6 Cf. also Gal 2.2; Acts 18.9; 22.17, 21; 23.11; cf. 16.9; 27.23. 

ay Gospel of Peter 35ff. (around 140-150 CE); see also Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.12.2-6; 
Hengel 2008c, 22ff. (ET = 2000b, 12ff.); Klauck 2003a, 82-88 (GV = Klauck 2002, 
110-18). 

8 Cf, already Luke 24.39: “a spirit does not have flesh and bones” and Ign. Smyrn. 
3.2. See note 100 below. 
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to his enemies and to the judge, in fact—to all.” These tendencies do not 
yet become visible in the oldest account of Paul in 1 Cor 15.3ff. 

Through his reference to the great number of the eyewitnesses Paul 
fortifies a primitive Christian fundamental confession, which in varied 
form, alongside the formula “Christ died for us,” represents the oldest 
New Testament confession of all: “God raised Jesus from the dead.” 
Behind this stands the old Jewish prayer formula from the second Berakah 
of the Eighteen Benedictions: God is the mehayyeh ham-metim, “the one 
who raises the dead.””' Here, we must consider that James, the brother of 
the Lord, and Paul were, after all, overcome and led to faith through the 
appearance of the Lord. Paul mentions no witnesses who did not come 
to faith. 


22.2 The Empty Tomb and the Appearances of the Risen One 
22.2.1 The Burial Accounts” 


Thus far we have attempted to infer the community-founding resurrection 
event from the confession of the resurrection in 1 Cor 15.3-8 and the wit- 
nesses mentioned there. It rests on memory and personal contacts. Since, 
however, it is only listed and not actually narrated, its interpretation must 
remain contested. 

The more detailed appearance accounts of the first, third, and fourth 
Gospels (Matt 28; Luke 24; John 20-21) not only diverge very signifi- 
cantly from one another, but were also first committed to writing about 
two generations later, between 75 and 100 CE. The older Gospel of Mark 
(ca. 69/70 CE), by contrast, provides only the account of the visit of the 
women to the tomb in Mark 16.1-8 and a reference to the appearances in 
Galilee only indirectly in the command of the angel in 16.7: “there you 
will see him.” In these later stories there is also a considerable distance 
from the listing of the witnesses in 1 Cor 15. We can speak only of punc- 
tiliar agreements. The Gospels recount fewer appearances, but sometimes 


Origen, Cels. 2.63. 

7°Tt appears both as a statement in the active, e.g., Rom 10.9: xal motevoys .. . Ott 
0 0Edc [scil. Inoodv] Hyevoev Ex vexowv; cf. 1 Cor 15.15; 1 Thess 1.10; Acts 3.15; 4.10; 
10.40; 13.30; as passivum divinum, e.g., Rom 6.4, 9; 7.4; 8.34; 1 Cor 15.4, 12, 17; 2 Tim 
2.8; and especially as a participial specification of God: Rom 4.24: toic muotevoovovw Ertl 
tov eyeloavta Inootv ...é% vexedv, cf. Rom 8.11; 2 Cor 4.14; Gal 1.1; Eph 1.20; Col 
2.12; 1 Pet 1.21. See also the overview in Eckstein 2003, 232-37. 

71 Cf, Elbogen 1995, 44; Sysling 1996, 1-2. 

ie Campenhausen 1966; Hengel 1963; Schenke 1968; Broer 1972; Pesch 1984b, 
519-43; Hengel 2001a; Dunn 2003b, 828ff.; Schwemer 2010. 
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elaborate them powerfully. Nevertheless, it would be premature to char- 
acterize these stories fundamentally as historically worthless. Legends 
can also contain historical points of reference. They were not developed 
from nothing. We have already referred to two such points of agreement, 
namely the 6tt €tady and the date of the third day. According to Mark 
16.2ff., the women come in the early morning of the first day of the week 
(Mav momt ti pia tov oabBdtwv), i.e., on our Sunday, and, on the 
third day after the crucifixion, find the tomb open. This day is already 
emphasized in 1 Cor 16.2. According to Acts 20.7, the Pauline mission 
community in Troas assembles on the Sunday to break bread at night. In 
Rev 1.10 it already bears the name xveLaxt) NUEOG, as is also the case 
in the Didache, in Ignatius, and in the Gospel of Peter.” The day obtains 
significance for the worship service through the fact that the community 
believed that on it, namely still during the night, before the break of day, 
the resurrection of the Lord took place, since the women found the tomb 
empty.’* Only in later accounts such as Matt 28.2 (ca. 90-100 CE), where 
the descent of an angel, who rolls away the stone, is portrayed, and then 
in a graphic way in the Gospel of Peter around 150, where resurrection 
and ascension are portrayed dramatically, did anyone dare to describe the 
miraculous event directly.” It was recognized from the beginning that 
the event itself had to remain a mystery. In the stories of the finding of the 
empty tomb and the appearances of the risen one, the concern could not be 
with a presentation that was as objective and neutral as possible. Rather, 
they recount the shock and joy of the witnesses, which overcame all resis- 
tance, for example their previous despondency. But doubts were also not 
concealed.” According to the first accounts, the risen one appeared only 
to those who were close to him and effected faith. The event is observed 
by outsiders only in the later accounts, in Matthew, in the Gospel of the 
Hebrews, and in the Gospel of Peter. According to Matthew, the guards 


73 Didache 14.1; Ign. Magn. 9.1; Gos. Pet. 35, 50. The pagan designation 7) HAtou 
NeEOa appears for the first time in Justin, 7 Apol. 67.3, i.e., the Sunday as day of the wor- 
ship service, since ] xVELAXT) NUEEA was out of place in an apology addressed to the 
emperor and Gentiles; for in inscriptions and papyri the adjective xvotaxdc usually meant 
“imperial.” 

74 After all, according to the Jewish reckoning of time, the day begins on the preceding 
evening with the setting of the sun (cf. Gen 1.5). Therefore, the church celebrates the night 
from Saturday to Sunday as the night of the resurrection. 

1 See Schneemelcher 1991/ 1992, 179-87 (GV = 1990, 180-88); Ehrman/PleSe 2011, 
371-87. It already presupposes all four Gospels; see Hengel 2008c, 22—23, 107, 137-38, 
192, 202-3 (ET = 2000b, 12-13, 59, 76, 113, 119); Klauck 2003a, 82-88 (GV = Klauck 
2002, 110-18). 

Luke 24.11, 37; Matt 28.17: oi 58 Stotaoav, John 20.25. On the topic of doubt in 
the New Testament, cf. now Schliesser forthcoming. 
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of the tomb fall as dead men. In the Gospel of the Hebrews, Jesus gives 
the tomb linen to the slave of the high priest. In the Gospel of Peter, the 
centurion and the guards at the tomb recount in detail the marvelous things 
that they saw.”’ Here we are dealing with—understandable—apologetics, 
in Matthew, for example, in response to the Jewish accusation that the 
corpse of Jesus was stolen by the disciples.” In reality the emphasis on 
the third day, which we already encounter in the old confession of | Cor 
15.4, occurred due to the women’s discovery of the empty tomb on Easter 
morning. 

By comparison to these tendencies, which became increasingly 
graphic, the oldest account in Mark 16.1-8 is markedly sparse, indeed 
sometimes objectionably so, as is already the case for the passion story 
in Mark. If we view the angel in the tomb narrative in Mark 16.5-7 as the 
angelus interpres, who is necessary for the theological interpretation, then 
what remains is only the report that the women visited the tomb on the 
first day of the week after the Sabbath of the Passover festival in order to 
anoint the corpse of Jesus, but to their amazement found it empty. In the 
case of the angel figure himself we must take note of the fact that he points 
the women away from the tomb: “He has risen and is not here.” The tradi- 
tion may already oppose the beginnings of a cultic veneration of the tomb 
of Jesus in the community in Jerusalem. Moreover, it is conspicuous that 
the original conclusion of Mark in 16.8—‘‘They went out (of the rock 
tomb) and fled from the tomb, for trembling and fright had taken hold 
of them; and they said nothing to anyone, for they were afraid” — stands in 
irreconcilable opposition to the instruction of the angelus interpres: “Go 
and tell the disciples and Peter that he is going before you to Galilee. There 
you will see him... .”” To be sure, it is not entirely certain whether Mark 
intended to conclude his work with 16.8. Perhaps the original conclusion 
was lost very early on or perhaps he was hindered from really concluding 
his account. We can, however, only take the existing form as our point 
of departure. The Gospel as it has been preserved for us concludes with 
the blatant disobedience of the women, who were the first ones to receive 


™ Matthew 28.4; cf. vv. 11-15: their report to the high priests, the bribing of them by 
the high priests, and the emergence of the rumor that the disciples stole the body; Gospel 
of the Hebrews apud Jerome, Vir. ill. 2 (see Aland 2005, 507; Ehrman/PleSe 2011, 216-21); 
Gos. Pet. 35-49 features a story that is embellished in a fantastical manner. 

78 Matthew 28.11-15; Gos. Pet. 45-49; Justin, Dial. 108.2; Tertullian, Spect. 30.5-6, 
and the Toledot Yeshu. See Hengel 2001a, 179-80. 

™ Mark 16.7 = Matt 28.7. In Mark 14.28 = Matt 26.32 Jesus himself says that he will 
go before the disciples to Galilee. In Matt 28.10 the risen one himself tells the women to 
announce this to the disciples. In Matt 28.16-17 they go onto the mountain, where Jesus 
had commanded them to go and where he appears to them. 
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the message of the resurrection and yet did not obey it but rather fled 
in panicked fear and kept silent. Mark 16.1-8 is not a late legend, as is 
claimed time and again, but rather has a historical point of departure— 
the discovery of the empty tomb by the women and their frightened flight. 
The later evangelists all found the concluding verse of the Gospel offen- 
sive and changed it accordingly. Luke has the women, after their return 
from the tomb, immediately tell “the eleven and the rest” about their expe- 
rience, without them believing it. After this, he says that Peter visited the 
tomb and marveled.* In Matt 28.8 the “trembling and fright” of Mark 
16.8 becomes a “fear and great joy,” and the women also obediently hurry 
to bring the good news to the disciples. Because a work that bore the title 
“Gospel” must not conclude with the statement “for they were afraid,” two 
supplementing texts were added to Mark as a conclusion. The second later 
conclusion, which is very short,*' has the women—despite the preceding 
v. 8—“announce without delay (OvvtOuws) to the circle around Peter 
everything that was commanded to them (by the angel).” After this, it says 
that Jesus himself sent them into the whole world with the “message of 
salvation.” The story recounted by Mark in 16.1-8, which is theologically 
considered and yet simply told, is wholly unsuited to be an apologetic leg- 
end that is meant to undergird the fact of the resurrection in a historicizing 
manner. The more detailed, first Markan conclusion in 16.9-20 was added 
relatively quickly in the first decades of the second century. It is a cento 
from the other three Gospels, mixed with material which we are familiar 
with in part from Papias.* 

Thus, Mark 16.8 shows that the empty tomb, taken on its own, could 
not furnish proof for the resurrection—on the contrary, it produced “fear 
and fright.” The women failed in relation to him, as the disciples did when 
he was arrested in Gethsemane (Mark 14.50). The words “they fled” appear 


8° Luke 24.1-12. In Luke 24.23-24 there are multiple disciples who confirm the wom- 
en’s account. Although it is lacking in D, Luke 24.12 is original. John 20.1-10 is dependent 
on it. There it is Mary Magdalene alone who finds the tomb empty, and prompted by her 
statement that the corpse of the Lord has been taken away, Peter and the Beloved Disciple 
hurry in a race to the tomb. John presupposes Mark and Luke and seeks to correct older 
accounts with his version. The pointer that Peter alone (Luke 24.12) or the Beloved Dis- 
ciple and Peter (John 20.5ff.) saw the linen cloths there is meant to stress the reality of the 
resurrection and indirectly reject the accusation that the body was stolen. On Luke 24.12, 
see Neirynck 2002. Contrary to the hypothesis of Ehrman 1993, 133, 255, the text is not 
an anti-docetic interpolation. 

8! See NA”, 147 (L W 099 0122 579 etc.). 

82 On Mark 16.9-20 and its many variants, see now in detail Kelhoffer 2000. This 
longer conclusion may be attested already by Justin and certainly by Irenaeus and Tertul- 
lian: see NA?’, 148-49. 
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in both cases.* This ambivalence applies even to the story of Luke, which 
goes further. The Emmaus disciples, who have heard of the discovery of 
the empty tomb and of the women’s vision of angels, nevertheless wander 
home in despair.** After all, the “apostles” had not believed the report of 
the women and regarded it as foolish nonsense.* It lacks precisely the 
compelling probative force. Therefore, Paul, in 1 Cor 15.3-4, could forgo 
the reference to the empty tomb. Moreover, it would have burst the frame- 
work of his confession. What the community knew via recounting need 
not be mentioned again in a concise confession. 


22.2.2 Narratives about Christophanies 


By contrast, as already mentioned, the decisive church-founding Christo- 
phany before Cephas-Peter (1 Cor 15.5) is strangely not recounted to us in 
the Gospels. Only in Luke 24.34 do we have a small reference to it, though 
it is formulated as fundamental “good news.” The assembled eleven tes- 
tify to the Emmaus disciples: “The Lord has truly (6vtc) risen and has 
appeared to Simon.” The ®d0y Liuwve in Luke corresponds to the OPOy 
Kyo in 1 Cor 15.5.°° It is only the appearance of Jesus that grants cer- 
tainty and brings an end to the astonishment over what has happened at 
the empty tomb.*’ 

On the other hand, we have several admittedly quite different stories 
about appearances before the “eleven,” which correspond to the “twelve” 
in Paul in 1 Cor 15.5. Apparently, for the later community tradition, the 
appearance of Jesus before the group of the eleven was the actually con- 
stitutive Christophany, which was even more important than the first 
appearance to Peter. This is connected with the Jewish understanding of 
testimony, which required at least two or three witnesses for the testimony 
to an event. The testimony of a single person was inadequate.*® To be sure, 
while Luke and John have this fundamental appearance occur before the 


83 ¥uyov. Cf. Gos. Pet. 57: poBnVetoat Epuyov. On the conclusion of the Gospel in 
16.8 (EPoBobvto yaQ), see Van der Horst 1972; Denyer 2006. 

847 uke 24.13-27. On this, see also the discussion below. 

8° Luke 24.11: Afjeoc; cf. Mark 16.11: they did not believe Mary Magdalene, to whom 
Jesus appeared as the first (John 20.14, 18). 

86 See section 22.1 with note 28. The évtwe gives the statement the character of a con- 
fession. On Luke 24.33-34, cf. Ign. Smyrn. 3.2. Here the risen one comes 100¢ tovc mEQt 
Tléteov, i.e., the circle of the eleven is defined by Peter; cf. Mark 1.36 and Mark 16.9, the 
short secondary Markan ending (NA?’, 147): the women proclaim this meQi tov Iléteov. 

87 Luke 24.12 on Peter: Oavudtwv tO yeyovdc. John says only of the Beloved Dis- 
ciple that he “saw and believed” (eidev xat émotevoev) at the empty tomb (20.8). With 
this John consciously outbids the accounts of the older Gospels. 

88 Deuteronomy 17.6; 19.15; cf. Matt 18.16; 2 Cor 13.1; 1 Tim 5.19. 
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circle of disciples in Jerusalem, Matthew, building on Mark, places it on 
a mountain in Galilee.® Another Christophany before seven disciples, in 
which Peter and the Beloved Disciple are at the center, occurs in the sub- 
sequently added chapter John 21 in connection with a catch of fish on 
the Lake of Gennesaret, again in Galilee.” Entirely anomalous is the old 
narrative of the two disciples who journey from Jerusalem to Emmaus, 
sixty stadia or ca. eleven kilometers northwest of Jerusalem, which is art- 
fully developed by Luke.*' According to Hegesippus, one of the travelers, 
Cleopas, was a brother of Joseph, 1.e., an uncle of Jesus. This narrative, in 
which the risen one overcomes the misunderstanding and blindness—one 
could also say “the hardening” — of the two disciples shows that Jesus also 
had followers in Judaea. As with Mary Magdalene in John 20.14 and with 
the catch of fish at the Lake of Gennesaret in John 21.4ff., here in Luke 
24.16 it is peculiar that the risen Jesus is initially not recognized.” 

The contradiction in the localization of the appearances is also con- 
spicuous. In conscious opposition to his Markan Vorlage, Luke stresses 
that they all occurred in the sphere of Jerusalem, for, according to him, the 
risen one commands the disciples “not to depart from Jerusalem.””* In 
Mark and Matthew, by contrast, the women are sent away from the tomb 
with the promise that the risen one will go before the disciples to Galilee; 
not until there would they see him.” John initially follows the Jerusalem 
tradition with two appearances with an interval of seven days on the eve- 
ning of the first day of the week.” However, in the added chapter he has 
a Christophany in Galilee on the Sea of Tiberias, which is recounted in 


®° Matthew 28.16; cf. 28.7, 10 and 26.32 = Mark 16.7 and 14.28. 

°° Cf, also Gos. Pet. 58ff.: only after the end of the festival of weeks do the twelve (!) 
disciples sorrowfully return home. Peter, his brother Andrew, and Levi, the son of Alphaeus 
(Mark 2.14), prepare for a catch of fish, then the text breaks off. In a similar way to John 
21, this was presumably followed by a recounting of the first appearance of Jesus. Peter 
speaks here—a typical sign of an apocryphon that presupposes the four Gospels—in the 
first person. 

°! The location of the place is disputed. On this, see Schwemer 2001a, 100-101. The 
concern is with a village (Luke 24.13, 28: x@un) Emmaus and not with the city Emmaus, 
which was about twenty-three kilometers away as the crow flies and was the capital of a 
Roman toparchy. 

»? Luke 24.13-35. On Cleopas/Clopas, cf. John 19.25: Kkwna, and Hegesippus 
according to Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.11; 3.32.4ff. His son Symeon is said to have been the 
successor to James, the brother of the Lord, as bishop of Jerusalem. On this, see Schwemer 
2001a, 105-7. On their incomprehension, see Luke 24.25ff. For the theological interpreta- 
tion, see Mittmann-Richert 2008. 

°3 Acts 1.4; cf. Luke 24.49ff. Luke exercises clear criticism of his Markan Vorlage here. 

** Mark 16.7 = Matt 28.7. 

°° John 20.19, 26. 
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detail.” Conversely, Matthew knows of only one appearance before the 
disciples in Galilee on the mountain of revelation, though, according to 
him, the women who visit the tomb already encounter the risen one in 
Jerusalem when they are returning from the tomb and do homage to him.” 
This contradiction between the appearances in Jerusalem and Galilee can 
be resolved neither in the sense of Luke nor of Mark. Here, two contrary 
claims collide with each other, presumably those of the communities in 
Galilee and those of the Jerusalem community. Matthew and John, the two 
latest Gospels, attempt, each in a different way, to mediate between them. 
It is common to them, however, that the first appearance in Jerusalem took 
place before women. Apparently, Christophanies took place in both places. 
We can only ask where this happened first. Here the Markan account, as 
the oldest, may reproduce the original circumstance. In that case, the first 
vision before Peter and the one that followed before the eleven would 
have taken place in Galilee, whereas the appearances before James and 
“all the apostles” would have occurred in or near Jerusalem. Against his 
Markan Vorlage, Luke, in his narrative, would then have brought together 
to a day and a night events that were originally separate in time and place. 
That he does not shy away from such apparent contradictions can be seen 
in the fact that in the Gospel he has the ascension take place right after 
the night of the appearance (24.50-51), whereas in Acts 1.3 he speaks of 
forty days “with many proofs,””® i.e., appearances and conversations until 
his departure from the disciples. In Acts 10.41 he even has Peter say: “We 
have eaten and drunk with him,” i.e., celebrated the Eucharist with him.” 


°© John 21.1-23. The temporal specification remains unspecific: weta tatta. John 
recounts a total of four appearances. See also 20.14ff., 19ff., 24ff. 

°” Matthew 28.9-10. Jesus greets them with yatoete. They grasp his feet and throw 
themselves before him (meocexbvyoay); cf. the eleven disciples in 28.17: iSOvTES AUTOV 
TMoOGEXVVHOAV. This ToCOxvveELV before Jesus is typically Matthean. Cf., however, also 
Luke 24.52 at the parting of Jesus. 

°8 Acts 1.3: oig MaQéoTHOEV EAUTOV COVTG ... EV MOAAOIs TexpNOLoLc. Luke pre- 
sumably understood the “ascension” not as an event that is dated at different times but as 
the respective translations into heaven of the risen and exalted one who from his heavenly 
doxa appeared on earth. To be sure, Luke 24.50 with the preceding speech of Jesus initially 
appears to be the final parting of Jesus from his disciples, which concludes the Gospel in a 
meaningful way. In that case, Acts 1.1ff. could be viewed as a correction. On the problem, 
see Zwiep 2001; on Luke 24.26, the entering of Jesus into his heavenly doxa before the 
appearance before the disciples, see Schwemer 2001a, 108. 

*° Cf. also the use of ovvadtCduevoc in Acts 1.4, which is uncertain in its translation. 
It can mean “eat together” and “come together.” On this, see Schwemer 2004, 203-8. Igna- 
tius, To the Smyrneans 3.3 also stresses—for anti-docetic reasons—that Jesus “after the 
resurrection ate and drank with them (the disciples)”: W>o OAOXLKOG, KALTER TVEVLATLKMS 
NVOLEVOS TH Watet (“as in the flesh, although spiritually united to the Father”). 
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The apologetic and anti-docetic characteristics of the presentation of 
the Christophanies in Luke, Matthew, and John prohibit us in principle 
from making any adequate statements about the manner of the appear- 
ances, let alone about the bodiliness of Jesus. In the oldest pointers, the 
“that” and not the “how” stands at the center, even though concrete con- 
ceptions about the “how” were formed from the beginning. This is already 
shown by the lack of a portrayal of the first appearance to Peter. More 
accounts were presumably in circulation, from which Luke, Matthew, and 
John each feature a theologically processed selection. Here it is instruc- 
tive for the Gospel accounts that the bodiliness is, on the one hand, por- 
trayed as real,'°° and yet at the same time as mysterious and not fixable. 
The risen one comes and disappears, even through closed doors. Mary 
Magdalene is prohibited from touching him, 1.e., she should not detain 
Jesus, who has not yet ascended to his Father; disbelieving Thomas is 
exhorted to put his hands in the wounds. The Emmaus disciples, Mary 
Magdalene, and the seven disciples at the catch of fish initially do not rec- 
ognize Jesus.'®! All these texts have something undetermined about them, 
which conceals the view of the appearances and allows them their mys- 
tery. Against the view of most scholars today, in addition to the tradition of 
the discovery of the empty tomb by women on Easter morning, we regard 
the account of the first appearance of Jesus to the women in Jerusalem 
as oldest tradition. In different forms, it is independently handed down 
to us in Matt 28.9-10 and John 20.11ff.'°* In Matt 28.8-10 there are—as 
is often the case in Matthew—two witnesses, Mary Magdalene and “the 
other Mary.”!” In John it is only Mary Magdalene. With her it is conspicu- 
ous that she—like Peter—is mentioned in the first position in different 
lists of women in the Gospels.'” Her rank may be connected with the fact 
that she, like Peter, was the recipient of the first appearance of Jesus. To be 
sure, her vision could make no impression in Jewish Palestine. Reference 


100 Especially graphic in the anti-docetic sense is the special tradition in Ign. Smyrn. 3.2, 
where the risen one exhorts those gathered around Peter: “Touch me and see that I am no 
bodiless specter. And immediately they touched him and believed, since they were closely 
united with his flesh and spirit.” Cf. Luke 24.39, as well as Mark 6.49 and Matt 14.26. 

‘Sl Luke 24.15-16, 30-31; John 20.14-16; 21.4ff. 

102 Cf. also Mark 16.9, which is dependent on John 20.14, 18 and Luke 8.2. See 
Hengel 1963. 

103 Cf, Matt 28.1 and 27.61: according to 27.56, it is Mary, the mother of James and 
Joseph; cf. Mark 15.40 and on this Bauckham 2002, 257-310. On “twoness” in Matthew, 
see 4.18, 21; 8.28; 9.27; 20.30; and 21.1, which is dependent on Mark. 

'04 Mark 15.40, 47; 16.1; Luke 8.2-3; 24.10; Matt 27.56, 61; 28.1. The only exception 
is John 19.25. There she appears at the end of the list after the mother of Jesus, her sister, 
and Mary the wife (?) of Clopas as the only one who did not belong to the relatives of Jesus 
among the circle of women. 
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has already been made to Celsus’ mocking of her first vision.’ It is there- 
fore more than understandable when the women are absent as resurrection 
witnesses elsewhere.’ With the five hundred brothers of 1 Cor 15.6 the 
concern is also probably not with an exclusive assembly of men, indeed 
even among the am60toAOL MévtES individual women could have been 
included. In the Synoptics, the women receive from the angelus inter- 
pres the commission to announce the resurrection of Jesus to the disciples. 
While they keep silent in Mark out of fear, in Luke they carry out the com- 
mand but encounter unbelief. In Matthew and John the instruction of the 
risen one even contains the conspicuous phrasing that they are to proclaim 
the good news “to my brothers.” This calls to mind the Pauline designation 
of the Son of God as the “first born among many brothers” (Rom 8.29). 
This means that in the eschatological consummation, believers, as chil- 
dren of God, are to participate in the glory of the exalted Jesus, who was 
understood from the beginning as the “first born from the resurrection.”!”” 
Mary Magdalene appears as the first person, who, in a similar way to Paul, 
can confess before the disciples: “I have seen the Lord” (EM@QQaxa TOV 
xveELOV, John 20.18; 1 Cor 9.1). 

Amidst all the differences, the diverse narratives as well as the list in 
Paul have a fundamental point in common. Alongside the seeing there is 
always the spoken word, the audition, usually as a sending by the risen 
one. According to Paul, the Christophany means calling into the office and 
commission of the apostle, of the “emissary of Jesus Christ.’’!°° In the only 
Christophany before the disciples in Matthew, in 28.16ff., the risen one 
gives the eleven a universal missionary command: “Go and make disciples 
of all nations. .. .” In a completely different form—not on a mountain 
in Galilee but in a house in Jerusalem, behind closed doors, but related 


105 See section 22.19 with note 21. The Jewish tradition also recounted it in a disparag- 
ing way. Among other things, she was identified with the mother of Jesus. “Magdala” was 
translated as “plaiter of hair’; see Strack 1910, § 9, 12-13, 34ff.; on this, see now Schafer 
2007, 18, 150 (notes 11, 22): also in the rabbinic literature she is additionally identified 
with the woman who is a great sinner in Luke 7.36-50, whose long, unbound hair identifies 
her as a prostitute; cf. Schafer 2007, 99. 

106 Tn Luke 24.9-12 her witness is sharply devalued. Peter has to verify it and is amazed 
but not convinced. Cf. John 20.1-10, where she reports only about the corpse that has dis- 
appeared and Peter and the Beloved Disciple rush there. See section 22.2.1 with note 80. 

107 Matthew 28.10: Uacyete anayyeiAate totic GSekdotcs Lov; John 20.17 on Mary 
Magdalene: “mogevou medc TOUS GdEAMovUs OV and say to them: I am ascending to my 
Father and to your Father. . . .” The brotherhood between Jesus and the disciples becomes 
visible in the resurrection. On the phrase Towtdtoxos (Ex) TOV VEXOMV, see Col 1.18; 
Rev 1.5, cf. also 1 Cor 15.23. 

108 First Corinthians 9.1ff.; 15.7; 1.1: xAntos Ad0TOAOS Xototod Inoot, cf. Rom 
1.1; 2 Cor 1.1; Gal 1.1, 16ff. 
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in substance—in John 20.21-22 the risen one says: “As the Father has 
sent me, I send you!” While he says this, he breathes on them and says to 
them: “Receive the Holy Spirit.” Sending into the world for mission and 
gift of the Spirit mutually condition each other. To be sure, in Matthew, 
due to his specific theology, the place of the Spirit is taken by the didactic 
proclamation of the message of Jesus and the obedience to his commands, 
which is the presupposition of true discipleship.’ In Luke, too, sending 
and Spirit are related to each other, at the end of the farewell discourse 
of the risen one, for example. In his name the disciples are to “proclaim 
repentance for the forgiveness of sins to all nations,” and he himself will 
send to them for this purpose “the promise of the Father.” Therefore, they 
are to remain in Jerusalem until they are “equipped with power from on 
high.” The prediction at the beginning of Acts corresponds to this: “You 
will receive the power of the Holy Spirit, who comes on you, and you will 
be my witnesses in Jerusalem, in all Judaea and Samaria and unto the end 
of the earth.”!!° To be sure, that which is a unity in John, i.e., the appear- 
ance of the risen one, the sending, and the reception of the Spirit, falls apart 
temporally in Luke. According to him, the disciples, before the eyes of the 
people in Jerusalem, do not receive the Spirit until ten days after the ascen- 
sion of Jesus at the so-called festival of weeks, 1.e., seven weeks after the 
Passover festival.''' In all these accounts one sees clearly that the form of 
the presentation could differ greatly in accord with the diverse theologies 
of the respective evangelists, but that the “that” of the sending by the risen 
one is nevertheless clear and can already be derived from the oldest pre- 
Pauline tradition and from Paul’s concept of apostleship. This means that 
the resurrection event cannot and does not aim to be understood simply as 
a mere fact in the modern sense, as a historically secure and demonstrable 
fact that is detached from believing obedience. Whoever approaches the 
witness of the sources with this intention will misunderstand them. If at 


10° Matthew 28.20. Cf. also the two secondary endings of Mark, 16.15ff. and the short 
form after v. 8 (see section 22.2.1 with note 81 above). After 16.14, Codex W introduces a 
late small dialogue among the disciples, who defend themselves, and Jesus about the power 
of the evil one and its overcoming by the death of Jesus, the so-called “Freer-Logion.” On 
this, see Kelhoffer 2000, 2 n. 5 and 528 index. 

N0T uke 24.47ff.; Acts 1.8. This is retrospectively formulated by Luke under the pre- 
supposition of the Pauline (and later also the Petrine) mission to the nations. In Mark this 
instruction is incorporated into the prediction of Jesus in 13.10 and 14.9 (= Matt 26.13). In 
Mark 13.11 the conferment of the Spirit is reduced to the situation of persecution. Initially 
the primitive community understood the commission of the risen one as a sending to their 
own people; cf. Matt 10.5-6 and the Lukan preaching of Peter in Acts 2—5 (e.g., 3.25-26). 
The phrase Tovdai@ te me@tov (Rom 1.16) basically applies to the whole of Christianity 
in the first century. 

'l Acts 2.1-41. See Hengel/Schwemer 2019. 
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all, then it is at this point that faith and reality must not be separated. In 
our day in particular, the resurrection witnesses—as much as, indeed even 
more than, the cross, which can still be idealized as the sign of the mar- 
tyrdom of a benefactor of humanity—are at the same time an offense and 
foolishness for those who disdain the insight and the venture of faith.'” 

Given this, with all due caution we want to attempt to bring the differ- 
ent statements and accounts into a temporal-spatial connection. Due to the 
state of our sources, the whole remains—at least in part—a hypothetical 
attempt. 


1. Early on Easter morning the women find the tomb open and empty 
and flee frightened, Mark 16.1-4, 8. 

2. Mary Magdalene returns and has the first appearance of the risen 
one (John 20.11ff.; cf. Matt 28.9-10). However, the disciples do 
not believe her (Luke 24.11). They now have—since the corpse of 
Jesus has disappeared—all the more reason to depart quickly for 
Galilee. 

3. The tradition now splits. According to Mark, Matthew, and the 
Gospel of Peter, the disciples returned to Galilee. In that case, 
the first appearance to Peter occurred there and after that the 
appearance to the circle of the twelve. By contrast, according to 
Luke and John, this occurred on the evening of Easter day in Jeru- 
salem. Competing traditions of the communities in Galilee and 
Jerusalem probably stand behind these contradictory traditions. 
To us the Galilean tradition appears to be more original. The 
placement of the first vision of Peter in Galilee could explain why 
Luke 24.34 does not provide a more detailed account of it. Later, 
due to the leading position of the community in Jerusalem, one 
had an interest in concentrating all the decisive Christophanies on 
the first resurrection day, which became, after all, the “day of the 
Lord” in the church, and in the one location of Jerusalem, which, 
according to Jewish-primitive Christian belief, was the center of 
the world. There God himself had chosen Zion as his place of 
residence, there Christ was crucified, and there he was expected to 
come again (Acts 1.11; Rom 11.26). The Markan Galilee tradition 
probably goes back to Petrine tradition. It is confirmed by John 21 
and the last preserved verses of the Gospel of Peter. 

4. We can only speculate about the place and time of the appear- 
ances before James, the five hundred brothers, and all the apostles. 
If it is not, in fact, connected with Pentecost, the event with the 


"12 See the verdict of D. F. Strauss in section 16.4 with notes 135-37. 
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five hundred could have taken place in Galilee. By contrast, the 
Christophanies of James, the brother of Jesus (thus in the Gospel 
of Hebrews), and of (the majority of) “all the apostles” should 
more likely be placed in Jerusalem and its surroundings (Luke 
24.13-32). This could be one of the reasons why James received 
the leadership role in the community later in Jerusalem. In any 
case, after the first visions in Galilee, the disciples returned to 
Jerusalem so that at the next festival—the festival of weeks, fifty 
days after Passover,''? when numerous Jewish pilgrims gathered 
and when Jesus’ death on the preceding Passover festival was still 
in direct memory—they could proclaim before their own people 
the resurrection of the Messiah Jesus, who appeared to them as the 
one exalted to God, and call them to repentance. It is thus very 
probable that Christophanies occurred also in and around Jerusa- 
lem, especially since Galilee no longer played a role in subsequent 
early Christian history—at least in the sources that have been pre- 
served for us—and Jerusalem quickly became the center of the 
primitive community.'"4 

5. The conversion of Paul, which is identical with his calling, 
occurred at most three years after the resurrection event. Harnack 
and others hypothesize that the temporal specification of eigh- 
teen months, which occurs in later—especially Gnostic—sources, 
refers to the period up to the conversion of the apostle to the Gen- 
tiles.!'° This seems to be too short a period of time to us. Paul 
himself points to a clear temporal distance of his vision from the 
earlier Christophanies.''® At the same time, he designates himself 
as the last person to see the risen one. This means that the appear- 
ances of the risen one as a community-founding event must be 
clearly distinguished from later visions of Christ''’ both in the 
number of the persons involved and thereby called and in their 
temporal framework. 


13 Thus the name 1 Nuéoa th¢ mevtexootijs for the Jewish festival of weeks in Acts 
2.1. The Latin translation takes over the Greek word, and from this arose the English des- 
ignation “Pentecost” and the German designation “Pfingsten.” 

'l4 For the rapid receding of Galilee, see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 51-56 (ET = 1997, 
30-33). Galilee is no longer mentioned in the New Testament epistolary literature or in the 
Apostolic Fathers. 

"5 Riesner 1994, 56-65. See section 22.1 with note 53. 

‘16 First Corinthians 15.8-9. This applies also to the narrative of Acts, which presup- 
poses a fairly long development in chapters 2-8. On this, see Hengel/Schwemer 1998, 46ff. 
(ET = 1997, 26ff.). 

''7 Cf. 2 Cor 12.1ff.; Acts 18.9; 22.17ff.; Rev ff. 
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What is conspicuous is the diversity—which almost appears 
contradictory—of the resurrection witnesses in Paul, in the four Gospels, 
and in Acts, which opposes every form of harmonization. Even Tatian’s 
Diatessaron refrained here from such an attempt and instead recounted the 
presentations of the Gospels in succession. On the other side stands 
the restraint in the reporting, which differs from the apocryphal Gospel- 
like revelation literature of the second century. After all, it would have 
been natural to develop numerous encounters of the disciples with the 
risen and exalted Lord in a fanciful way. By contrast, the focus of all four 
Gospels is on the activity of the earthly Jesus, even though the glory of the 
exalted one becomes increasingly visible in him—especially in the Fourth 
Gospel (John 1.14).''® The high point of their presentation remains the 
passion of Jesus, though it is illuminated by his resurrection. We can only 
measure from a distance the extent to which the Easter events shook the 
disciples and changed their lives. The constitution of the primitive com- 
munity in the power of the Spirit, looking to their Lord who is now exalted 
to God and retrospectively looking at his earthly activity, is the miracle of 
Easter that is visible to us and that continues to have effects today. 


'18 On this topic, see now Frey 2018a, esp. chapter 7; 2018b. 


Retrospect and Prospect 


In retrospect,' our thesis is confirmed that the fragmentary character of the 
sources preserved for us, as well as the independence of mind of the four 
Evangelists in the selection of the traditional material and in its shaping and 
arrangement—one could also say their theological intent—makes impossi- 
ble a presentation of Jesus that is really satisfying to our modern “historical 
curiosity.” We cannot set forth a self-contained picture or joined-up his- 
tory of him. However, as we have repeatedly stressed, what is possible are 
concrete attempts to approach the historical reality. In other words, based 
on their approach, the Gospels especially aim to be viewed as foundational 
documents of faith in Jesus—one could also say, as the most important 
deposit of the “apostolic witness” about Jesus. As such a witness they also 
possess, of course, a clearly visible historical foundation, which is based on 
living memory of the activity and fate of Jesus and as such could be retold. 

In the same way, the presentation of Judaism at the time of Jesus suf- 
fers from the chance character and fragmentary nature of the sources and 
from the partisan and apologetic tendencies and rhetorical aims of our main 
author Josephus, who also always follows his own goals in his works. While 
the fortuitous discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls has immensely expanded 
our knowledge about the rich Jewish religious thought in the ca. 230 years 
between the Maccabean period and the destruction of Jerusalem, it has 
also raised many new questions that we cannot adequately answer. One 
of the most impressive aspects here is the diversity of the Jewish expecta- 
tions for bringers of salvation, which can no longer be restricted to the 
“anointed” ruler from the lineage of David. The figure of Jesus must also 
be painted into this context and at the same time withdraws from it again 
through his unmistakable uniqueness. Three aspects appear fundamental 
to us for the craftsman from Galilean Nazareth. 

First, there is his proclamation of the “kingdom of God that is in the 
process of realization” in word and deed and the concomitant message of 
the love of the heavenly Father, who wants to bring home his lost creatures. 


' For another retrospective on this volume by Martin Hengel, see Hengel 2010c (= Hengel 
2013). Cf. also the responses to Hengel/Schwemer 2007 in Breytenbach/Frey 2013. 
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Second, there is his messianic claim, which runs through his activ- 
ity. It clearly distinguishes him from the last prophetic herald, John the 
Baptist, and finds completion in his giving of his life as the servant of God 
on the cross and in the miracle of his resurrection, which must remain a 
mystery when viewed from a purely historical perspective. 

Third, there is the calling of disciples into discipleship, whom he, 
instructed by him, sent out as his emissaries and who, despite their incom- 
prehension and failure, after Easter not only proclaimed him as the Messiah 
and Son of God exalted to God but also retold his message and his fate and 
in this way preserved for coming generations his history and his words as 
EVAYYEMLOV, as “the message of salvation.” Paradoxically, it is his escha- 
tological claim and his way determined by it that grounds and carries for- 
ward the history of the church. 

Accordingly, we believe not only that the human being Jesus indis- 
pensably belongs in a history of early Christianity but also that there is 
continuity that can be demonstrated in many points between Jesus’ activ- 
ity in word and deed and the proclamation of the primitive church, which 
includes the apostle to the Gentiles, Paul, who did not belong to Jesus’ 
circle of disciples. Time and again, we have attempted to point out such 
continuities. After all, the Gospels, as a fundamental part of the apostolic 
proclamation, turn Jesus’ message, activity, and way into their own con- 
tent. Despite various transformations, they preserve—we have tried to 
make this clear—an abundance of genuine memory. There need not be 
a “wide ugly ditch” between the Jewish Christian primitive community 
and the later Gentile Christian mission communities. If that had been the 
case, the message of Jesus would never have reached the Greek-speaking 
non-Jews as “gospel.” 

In conclusion, we wish to make this continuity clear with an example: 

What the Apostle Paul, about twenty-six years after the Passover of 
Jesus’ death, confessed as ultimate assurance in relation to the community 
in Rome, which was unknown to him, already applied to the faith of the 
primitive community and was ultimately based on Jesus’ messianic proc- 
lamation of the kingdom of God: “For I am sure that neither death nor life, 
nor angels nor powers, nor things present nor things to come . . . nor any 
other created thing can separate us from the love of God, which is in Christ 
Jesus, our Lord.”” Jesus already teaches this assurance of salvation, which 
is based entirely on grace, in his parables, and he has established it for all 
human beings through his way as the servant of God. 


? Romans 8.38-39. 
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